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H is manacled hands held aloft in a 
proud gesture of defiance, Mar- 
wan Barghouti last week turned 
the dock of an Israeli court into a politi¬ 
cal platform from which he denounced 
Israel’s brutal occupation of the West 
Bank and Gaza, and called on Palestin¬ 
ians to continue their stmggle for free¬ 
dom and nationhood. 

The scene was room 606 in the Tel 
Aviv district court. The occasion: 
Barghouti’s indictment on counts includ¬ 
ing murder, incitement to murder, at¬ 
tempted murder, being an accessory to 
murder, conspiracy and membership of 
a terrorist organisation. The prosecution 
allege that, as the head of Tamzin, the 
armed wing of Fatah, and the leader of 
the al-Aqsa Martyrs’ Brigade, he is noth¬ 
ing less than “an arch-terrorist whose 
hands are bloodied by dozens of terror 
actions, a murder chieftain” (from the text 
of the 18-page indictment). If convicted, 
he faces life imprisonment. 

The real purpose of Barghouti’s trial 
should be obvious to all: ie, to smear and 
delegitimise the entire Palestinian lead¬ 
ership, including, of course, Yasser 
Arafat, by linking them with the sup¬ 
posed funding, planning and execution 
of all terrorist operations against Israel. 

That, to put it bluntly, is why Marwan 
Barghouti is still alive, rather than being 
just another name on the long roll of Pal¬ 
estinian leaders and activists who have 
been victims of Israel’s bloody campaign 
of political assassination during the two 
years of the present intifada. 

Even as I write, we hear that in Ramal- 
lah, one Mohammed Saadat was ‘shot 
while attempting to escape’ from a band 
of Israeli undercover special forces. 
Why? Because he was the brother of 
Achmed Saadat (the Nazis used to call 
this Sippenhaft - punish the relatives for 
the alleged crimes of their kinsfolk). Re¬ 
portedly, Achmed Saadat is the head of 
the Popular Front for the Liberation of 
Palestine and is currently under US/UK 
detention for his supposed involvement 
in the murder last year of Rehavam Zeevi, 
Sharon’s tourism minister. Who was 
Zeevi? With his avowedly racist advo¬ 
cacy of a ‘final solution’ to the Palestin¬ 
ian question, he was the nearest the 
Sharon murder-gang has yet come to 

Marwan Barghouti: putting 
Sharon on trial 



having its very own Julius Streicher. 

So why put Barghouti on trial rather 
than just bump him off, like so many oth¬ 
ers? As the secretary general of Fatah on 
the West Bank, a prominent member of 
the Palestinian Legislative Council, and 
a charismatic leader of street-level resist¬ 
ance to Israeli occupation, Barghouti is 
by far the most significant Palestinian 
politician to appear before an Israeli court 
during the present troubles. 

Given his popularity as an inspira¬ 
tional leader of the younger generation 
of Fatah activists - a popularity that can 
only be boosted in the minds of Pales¬ 
tinians by this transparent show trial in 
front of his captors - it is not fanciful to 
see him as a potential successor to 
Arafat. By choosing to try and (they are 
confident) convict him in an open court, 
albeit presided over by a tame judge, 
rather than just having him routinely 
murdered by Israeli special forces, the 
Sharon government is taking a gamble, 
for here is a man who will definitely not 
go quietly. 

“You can’t break the intifada ... The 
intifada will be victorious” were his 
first words on entering the court. _ 

In a fluent mixture of Arabic, f 
English and Hebrew, Barghouti 
then began to set out his own 
50-clause indictment of Israel 
“for bloodshed against the two 
peoples”. Twice he was ejected 
from the court, but he would not 
be silenced: “Everybody in 
this world knows that Mar¬ 
wan Barghouti is 
fighting for peace. 

The best so 
lution for 
the two 
peo¬ 
ples is 
t w 


states for two peoples. Security will only 
be achieved in one way: by peace; and 
peace will only be achieved by the end 
of the occupation.” 

Barghouti is no stranger to the inside 
of an Israeli prison cell. Having joined 
the ranks of Fatah at the age of 15, in 
the 1980s he was interned by the Israeli 
authorities for membership of a ‘terror¬ 
ist’ organisation and was subsequently 
deported. In the 1990s, having played a 
significant part in persuading the Fatah 
leadership to ac¬ 
knowledge 
Israel, he 
was 


associated with the peace process and 
developed links with Israeli officials. 
More recently, however, in the light of 
Israel’s repeated bloody incursions and 
occupation of Palestinian territory on 
the West Bank and Gaza, he has under¬ 
standably stressed the right of Palestin¬ 
ians to use force in order to defend 
themselves and their territory from Is¬ 
raeli aggression. 

On April 15 this year, he himself be¬ 
came a victim of such aggression, when, 
in flagrant contravention even of the im¬ 
perialist-imposed Oslo accords and sev¬ 
eral other bilateral agreements, he was 
abducted by Israeli troops from Ram- 
allah and thrown into an Israeli jail. 
According to testimony from his 
defence lawyers, for the last four 
months he has been the guest of 
the security service, Shin Bet. 
During his incarceration he has 
reportedly been subjected to 
systematic torture in the form 
of sleep deprivation and, dur¬ 
ing lengthy interrogations, 
the use of shabeh, a tech¬ 
nique in which the prisoner 
is shackled to a small chair 
maintained in such a po¬ 
sition that he can never 
rest in a stable position. 
Such techniques 
leave no 


marks, they ‘merely’ ensure that the sub¬ 
ject is in a state of chronic weariness and 
disorientation and that his limbs are 
wracked by violent cramps. 

If Barghouti is convicted on the basis 
of his own ‘confessions’, we know what 
to think about that. Otherwise, the pros¬ 
ecution case rests on the testimony of 
Nasser Awais and Nasser Abu Hamid, 
two alleged members of the al Aqsa Mar¬ 
tyrs’ Brigade, who have been in Israeli 
detention for months (not difficult to im¬ 
agine what they have been put through 
at the hands of Shin Bet). In addition, the 
Israelis claim to have recovered docu¬ 
mentary evidence of Barghouti’s (and by 
association) Arafat’s involvement in ‘ter¬ 
rorism’. 

The Barghouti case is replete with 
irony. For the last 28 years of his life this 
man has been struggling for Palestinian 
self-determination. When his best efforts 
towards an equitable solution were 
thwarted by Israeli intransigence; when 
the latest intifada arose as a direct con¬ 
sequence of bloody and prolonged Is¬ 
raeli aggression, he gave eloquent voice 
to the demand that Palestinians should 
use force against force, arms against 
arms. It is for this and nothing else that 
he now stands in the dock. 

His call for two equal states goes to 
the heart of the problem. He is right to 
say that the Palestinian people will only 
end their resistance on the basis of a so¬ 
lution based on self-determination and 
the rights of both nations. Yet, on the one 
hand, the Zionist right wing still dreams 
of a greater Israel, with the Palestinians 
written out of the equation, while, on the 
other, the purveyors of islamist terrorism 
- Hamas et al - seek the elimination of 
Israel and its replacement by a muslim 
fundamentalist state. To its shame so 
much of the left also refuses to recognise 
Israeli national rights. Many act as un¬ 
critical apologists for Hamas. 

Yet Barghouti is also correct to empha¬ 
sise that the Palestinian and Israeli peo¬ 
ple alike suffer the consequences of 
Zionist butchery and the refusal to ac¬ 
cept Palestinian self-determination. The 
answer is for a programme based on the 
working class which allows both peoples 
to fight side by side against the twins of 
terror - Sharon and Hamas. That can only 
mean a democratic, secular Palestine 
alongside a democratic, secular Israel • 
Maurice Bernal 











2 


August22 2002 Weekly Worker 444 


LETTERS 


E Letters may have been 

shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 

Anti-semitic 

attitudes 

Ian Donovan’s reply to me on the issue 
of left anti-semitism is all over the place 
(Weekly Worker (August 1). 

The issue at hand is whether it is ac¬ 
ceptable that sections of the left display 
reactionary attitudes towards jews. Of 
course such attitudes are not direct par¬ 
allels with racism of a fascist or bourgeois 
state kind. And of course they are not 
“outright”, as I put it in my previous let¬ 
ter. But they are unacceptable on the left. 
Comrade Donovan seems to think that 
because the Socialist Workers Party’s 
attitude to jews is not racist in the fascist 
or bourgeois state sense, it deserves no 
name. To give it a name, anti-semitism, is 
“hyperbole”. Hyperbole, he complains, 
allows the SWP leadership to portray our 
position as “from the right” instead of 
“from the left”. 

I couldn’t care less whether my oppo¬ 
sition to the SWP’s reactionary drivel on 
Israel/Palestine is left or rightwing criti¬ 
cism, as long as it’s right. ‘Hyperbole’ 
means (roughly) ‘exaggeration’. So his 
complaint is not that we falsely accuse 
the SWP of a form of anti-semitism, but 
that we overstate the point and use un¬ 
wise words to describe it. Allow that. 
Allow that tactically we approach the 
issue too aggressively, run the risk of 
alienating SWP members, play into their 
leaders’ hands. Is the substantial point 
right or wrong? 

Since comrade Donovan seems un¬ 
able to address the simplest point with¬ 
out weaving irrelevant detail around it, it 
is probably unduly hopeful to expect a 
straight answer to this question. Thus, 
first he quotes me: ‘To compare even the 
worst crimes of ‘Zionism’ or the Israeli 
state with Nazi genocide... is both wrong 
politically and as a meaningful compari¬ 
son. Nothing Israel has ever done to the 
Palestinians is remotely comparable to 
Nazi genocide.” And he responds: “Un¬ 
fortunately for comrade Bradley, the lat¬ 
ter point could also be said of Nazi 
Germany itself in 1939, prior to the holo¬ 
caust.” 

Well, really. Israel is routinely com¬ 
pared to the genocidal Nazi state. The 
fact that other states are also less geno¬ 
cidal than genocidal Nazism is simply ir¬ 
relevant. Israel is not being compared to 
Nazi Germany before the holocaust. But 
even if it were, the comparison would be 
ridiculous. Israel is racist and becoming 
more so. But it is still a million miles from 
Germany in the 1930s. By 1939, the date 
comrade Donovan picks, not only had 
Hitler crushed the workers’ movement, 
rounded up thousands upon thousands 
of militants and enacted laws against 
jews (they were well underway in 1934) 
and others - but the physical war against 
the jews was raging. 

I accused the SWP of “double stand¬ 
ards” regarding jews. To respond, as 
comrade Donovan does, that they’re 
also reactionary towards Irish protestants 
so the standards aren’t really ‘double’ is 
a bit peculiar. The double standards at 
issue here are quite specific. It’s not only 
comprehensive opposition to their col¬ 
lective rights, but all the holocaust paral¬ 
lels. Anti-semitism has very deep roots 
in our culture, and on the left sometimes 
you see variants of anti-semitic themes 
(conspiracies, and so on). 

Of course hostility to jews is not worse 
than towards other groups, uniquely vile 
or whatever. The difference is that the 
implicit attitudes towards jews which 
exist on the left are not common towards 
other groups, loyalists notwithstanding. 
Taking issue with the word ‘outright’, 
comrade Donovan wants to know if I 
think the SWP are ‘unconscious’ 
pogromists. I find the sneering question 
bewildering. To make an inexact analogy: 


I am gay. Sometimes on the left I still en¬ 
counter attitudes which seem to me 
somewhat homophobic, though never 
anyone who wishes me physical ill, as 
far as I know. Maybe the not-outright 
homophobes I encounter would ‘uncon¬ 
sciously’ like to see me beaten to a pulp. 
I don’t know. That strikes me as a matter 
for a psychoanalyst. What I do know is 
that even un-outright reaction is bad for 
a left that wants to change the world and 
eliminate oppression. 

Sorry for ‘regaling’ your readers with 
an “anecdote” about an SWP teacher - 
though the complaint is a bit rich in the 
pages of the Weekly Worker. But comrade 
Donovan does not respond at all to the 
main point of the anecdote. If combating 
anti-semitism requires of us that we dem¬ 
onstrate our anti-Zionism first, as this 
person claimed, is a Zionist entitled to 
oppose anti-semitism? Or, as is strongly 
implied, does he or she deserve it? 

Even if comrade Donovan is right that 
we in the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty 
use words which are too nasty and are 
tactical idiots on this question, he needs 
to stop confusing an argument about the 
use of words with a political position. 
When he can do that, I’ll take more seri¬ 
ously the self-congratulation about ‘po¬ 
litical honesty’. 

Clive Bradley 
AWL 

Bordering 

excuses 

The Weekly Worker/CPGB always re¬ 
ports on a meeting, but never gives its 
position on that meeting (‘Simplistic anti¬ 
imperialism and two states’, August 1). 
It does not run questions and answers, 
but leaves its own argument stone dead 
to the reader (just like reality TV - sic). Take 
the question of a ‘two-states solution’ 
for Palestine/Israel. You support this - but 
never tell your readers if this is a ‘pro¬ 
gramme’ or a solution to the crisis. 

Do you believe that the workers of the 
world must unite and that workers, 
through revolution, can control the 
world - being the vast majority? If you 
agree with this, then please explain your 
two-states solution! Do workers from 
Israel and Palestine agree ‘borders’ 
based on capitalism and the pogroms 
against Palestinians since 1945 (when my 
dad was conscripted there). 

What year do workers and the op¬ 
pressed choose? Tell us! What borders 
do you want to contain Palestinians in? 
Would a pre-1967 border be OK? Or 
what? The oppressed Palestinians make 
peace with Israeli working class leaders - 
who determine the divisions of what was 
Palestine? Is that your position? If you 
subscribe to that, you fail to realise that 
revolution and socialism from below can 
recognise no borders. Tell me how can it 
be otherwise? If it’s in stages - tell us all 
how! 

My dad was stationed in Palestine 
1945-47. He thought, like so many work¬ 
ing class troops from this country, that 
they were there to support the Palestin¬ 
ian homeland from Zionist terrorists. Now 
the Weekly Worker tells working class 
people like my dad it didn’t matter! Lor 
that’s exactly what a ‘two-states solu¬ 
tion’ is about - it doesn’t matter about 
history and imperialism and Zionism! 

My father was employed by the jew- 
ish community in London in the 50s, 60s 
and 70s. Even his employers detested the 
idea of ‘settlement’ in Israel. Why do 
you, a communist party, excuse Israel? 
Bottom line is - given that the working 
class of the Middle East must decide the 
future of the Middle East - come on and 
tell us how your working class ‘line in the 
sand’ works? Can we erect working class 
barriers then (one working class barrier 
and border against another)? 

The Weekly Worker is a gossip sheet - 
it does no harm to me but it’s not doing 
history justice - and certainly not living 
up to my father’s want of equality for all. 


Tell us precisely where you stand. Or are 
you too reformist to tell? 

Rupert Mallin 

email 

Mind-blowing 

I really hope that the Weekly Worker 
spent as long criticising the ANC strug¬ 
gle against oppression and apartheid - 
including violent ‘terrorist’ tactics - and 
that it advocated separate states for dis¬ 
tinct ethnic groups: whites and blacks. 
That would at least be consistent. It 
seems amazing to me that socialists 
should advocate political ‘solutions’ 
based on nationalistic/racial and reli¬ 
gious divisions put in place by capitalist 
society. 

Your spot-on analysis of the rise of 
islamic fundamentalism is also mind- 
blowing. To view fundamentalism as the 
seed of the devil, quite apart from its rac¬ 
ist connotations (jewish and Christian 
fundamentalism are equally regressive, 
but then they’re nice white folks), totally 
misses the role of fundamentalism in the 
anti-imperialist struggle and therefore 
how we should deal with it in the here 
and now. 

NickDearden 

email 

Link solidarity 

It is good that the Weekly Worker gave 
us a chance to hear from Palestinian and 
Israeli comrades in the interviews pub¬ 
lished (‘Two states, one struggle’, July 
25). 

One point concerning history I would 
query. The break-up of the Palestinian 
Communist Party was not just due to 
Israel and partition. The Soviet Union and 
communist parties supported partition of 
course, and the Israeli-jewish party in¬ 
cluded elements enthusiastic for a big¬ 
ger Israel. But, more than this, for a long 
period the official Soviet and international 
line ignored the Palestinians, treating the 
Middle East conflict as between neigh¬ 
bouring states. 

Palestinian communists were to join 
either the Israeli or Jordanian CPs, with 
the rationalisation that communist par¬ 
ties are delineated according to existing 
states. Even as the Palestinian movement 
grew and developed political differentia¬ 
tions, the Popular Front for the Libera¬ 
tion of Palestine and Democratic Front 
for the Liberation of Palestine were left 
to hold the banner of ‘Marxism’ (how¬ 
ever questionable their version of it), and 
to enjoy some occasional eastern bloc 
aid, while the go-ahead was quite late for 
the re-formation of a Palestinian CP. 

On the Alternative Information Cen¬ 
tre in Israel, it has done some brave and 
vital work, but it is not the only “cross- 
border” link now. Ta’ayush, for instance, 
which organises convoys to break the 
occupation blockade, was an Arab ini¬ 
tiative and could not operate without 
links across the lines. 

I think the Israeli comrade is mistaken 
in saying they cannot condemn Hamas. 
Of course he is right to emphasise the 
prime responsibility of the Israeli mlers 
for driving desperate young Palestinians 
to extremes, and deliberately wrecking 
any ceasefire moves. In the past the Is¬ 
raeli authorities seem to have assisted the 
fundamentalists in preference to secular 
Palestinian forces. Now they use them 
as a pretext to attack all the Palestinian 
people. 

As an Israeli, the comrade is right to 
focus on his own mling class; but as an 
internationalist he is also entitled to con¬ 
demn attacks which target ordinary work¬ 
ing people, and do not advance the 
struggle; and to solidarise especially 
with those Palestinians fighting for the 
same future as himself. 

I was also pleased to see Liz Hoskings’ 
article reminding us of the fanatical reli¬ 
gious right in the west and its power and 
influence (‘our own bin Ladens’ Weekly 
Worker August 1). 


Two things I would add. First, the 
growing link between US Christian fun¬ 
damentalists and rightwing Zionism. The 
idea of a ‘return’ to Zion in Christian the¬ 
ology, as well as material designs on the 
Middle East, predates the modem Zion¬ 
ist movement. At the height of the cold 
war, when former US president Ronald 
Reagan spoke apocalyptically of the 
“wars of Gog and Magog”, even some 
Zionist leaders got the wind up. 

They realised rightwing American 
preachers envisaged Israeli expansion¬ 
ism leading to a nuclear Armageddon to 
speed the Second Coming, with all the 
jews converting to Christianity for their 
salvation. Israeli leaders now are not 
averse to an alliance with such fanatics. 
There is a christian-backed movement to 
send out more settlers, and it is supported 
in the Bush administration by Donald 
Rumsfeld (ironically, some Arabs vainly 
hoped the Republicans would be an im¬ 
provement on the Democrats because 
they didn’t need jewish support). 

The other issue is New Labour’s 
record in tailing such reactionary forces 
at home as well as abroad. Following the 
pledge to back ‘faith-based’ education, 
Tony Blair has praised a Gateshead 
school mn by creationists, who dismiss 
Darwin and teach the literal Bible story 
of creation as science! Is this the future 
for your kids’ education? It is time the left 
faced up to our enemy on this front too. 
Charlie Pottins 
Jewish Socialists’ Group 

Christian Taliban 

‘Our own bin Ladens’ was an excellent 
article -1 only wish it could have been 
longer. The subject of fundamentalist 
religion in the United States would fill at 
least 1,000-plus pages. 

I would only like to add one thing. The 
Southern Baptist church spoken of in the 
article does indeed promulgate its sick 
agenda in Mississippi, Georgia, Alabama 
and Louisiana, but its biggest and most 
powerful stronghold is in the state of 
Texas where I, unfortunately, live. The 
big money that supports the church 
comes from here and the majority of the 
decision-making and policy also comes 
from Texas. 

These idiots have actually managed to 
legislate large sections of the Dallas metro 
area ‘dry’ - that is, alcohol-free: no sales, 
etc - in accordance with their religious 
beliefs. How many more of their beliefs 
will they pass into law, eh? 

When people talk about the mayor and 
city council, I always cynically remind 
them that north Texas is not mn by any 
city government, but by the Christian 
Taliban. 

James Hardwick 

Texas 

Rotten SSP 

In his article on the Scottish Socialist 
Party, Jack Conrad comprehensively - 
and, it has to be said, at times eloquently 
- exposes the national socialism of the 
SSP (‘Scottish mists and Polish echoes’ 
Weekly Worker August 1). 

Given the politics of the SSP, the fact 
that it may have “won a real hearing from 
sections of the working class” is surely 
a negative political development to be 
opposed rather than any reason to join 
the SSP on an opportunist ‘numbers 
game’. 


After reading Jack’s analysis the only 
reasons I could think of for Marxists 
having anything to do with this rotten 
outfit would be: (a) if there was some 
genuine indication that the grouping as 
a whole was evolving to the left; or (b) 
if there was a possibility of splitting the 
SSP and taking away a politically decent 
group of comrades. Neither of these 
possibilities are mentioned in the article. 

Towards the end of Jack’s article there 
is a cut-out coupon to, er, join the SSP! 
Now, comrades, have I missed something 
important or have you done so? 

Ted Talbot 
email 

Liberating SSP 

Thanks for that, Jack. I must say I disa¬ 
gree entirely. 

Imagine is aimed at people who are 
on the fringes of politics, not at people 
like yourself. I think the names men¬ 
tioned in your article are perfectly aware 
that socialism is not possible in one 
country. That’s why the SSP is part of 
the European anti-capitalist left and is 
forming strong links with groups in 
France, Portugal and Italy, to name just 
three. 

The creation of an independent Scot¬ 
land, even on a non-socialist basis, surely 
is a step forward for the working class, 
merely because it attacks Brit/US imperi¬ 
alism. As with any national liberation, 
there will be an opportunistic bourgeois 
element. However, the fight for an inde¬ 
pendent socialist Scotland is a rallying 
call to show that something different is 
possible. 

Paul Stewart 
email 

Irish Pilsudski 

Just a question: does Conrad believe that 
James Connolly was the Irish equivalent 
of Pilsudski? 

EdYoo 

email 

Greater 

Northumbria 

Establishing Hadrian’s Wall as the fron¬ 
tier? Actually the wall mns from North 
Shields to the Solway Firth, so not just 
Morpeth and Blyth would be annexed, 
but also Newcastle itself. It’s not that 
Northumbrians would be claimed as 
‘unconscious brother Scots’, but low¬ 
land ‘Scots’ being reunited with their 
fellow Northumbrians. Northumbria 
would once again spread north to Ed¬ 
inburgh and include all the lowlands. 

We have long ago joked in Newcastle 
that the wall was built too far north and 
would be happy if we rebuilt it some¬ 
where south of Durham. We would have 
to come to some confederated, autono¬ 
mous arrangement for Northumbria 
within the Scottish Soviet Republic, but 
since we have shared a brewery with 
these folk for decades, that shouldn’t be 
a problem. I thought Wor Willie was a 
Geordie until I was 17. 

Mind you, there’s a canny few ‘Geor- 
dies’ would welcome annexation by 
Norway, who are also distant relatives, 
rather than continued rule from doon 
sooth. 

Dave Douglass 

Exiled Northumbrian 


Democratising 
the funds 


If you would like to invite a speaker from the So¬ 
cialist Alliance to address your trade union 
branch or wish to order copies of the pamphlet, 
please contact the SA at: Socialist Alliance, 
Wickham House, 10 Cleveland Way, London El 4TR 
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Middle class SA 

Regarding your article, ‘Foot challenge 
to New Labour’, again we see the Social¬ 
ist Alliance claiming that this election 
may see a breakthrough (1 Weekly Worker 
August 1). 

How many times have we heard this 
and seen the end result as nothing more 
than a complete failure? After the recent 
nine-vote joke in Tower Hamlets, when 
will the S A learn that they have nothing 
to offer the working class because they 
operate on a middle class agenda? What 
excuses will be given this time, I wonder? 
Neil Stanton 
email 

Fischer mode 

Is it necessary to call several comrades 
idiots and to use the term ‘shit’ in order 
to make your point (‘Centralism and the 
SA’ Weekly Worker August 1)? This 
seems to be the normal mode of opera¬ 
tion for Mark Fischer. I would not join a 
party that encouraged this sort of jour¬ 
nalism even if I did agree with you politi¬ 
cally 

Yours anarchistically? 

Phil Pope 

email 

Dear Leader 

When the Soviet Union went, we were 
told this was the end of history and com¬ 
munism and how superior capitalism 
was, etc. Well, over a decade later, all I 
can say is what a miserable failure they 
are. The US dominates the world 
economy. It is the strongest military 
power on the planet, possessing 8,000 
nuclear warheads. British imperialism is 
its willing ally. 

And what do we have in this country? 
The Soviet Union built an infrastructure 
that defeated the Nazi war machine in 10 
years, at a time when the rest of the world 
had a slump. The privatised Railtrack 
can’t repair the tracks in spite of being 
given b illi ons and a highly skilled labour 
force. 

They can’t guarantee a decent pension 
for workers when they retire. Millions 
upon millions are excluded from the la¬ 
bour market through the uneven devel¬ 
opment of the economy, lack of childcare 
facilities and adequate training, poor pay 
and highly repressive conditions in the 
workplace. Yet the fat cats continue to 
get enormous payments for messing up 
the economy. 

The tabloids and the television foist 
strange tales and scandals all the time 
about the people this system glorifies 
and make ordinary people seem like fail¬ 
ures because they aren’t glamorous or 
rich. Thanks to my Leninist education I 
can see through all the hype and ignore 
it all. But what of the masses? What does 
it do to them? 

The characters we are told to idolise 
are quite frankly not of the Lenin or even 
Trotsky type. If I had to choose between 
Lenin and the Blairs, Beckham, Chris 
Evans and all the other characters that 
are supposed to be our national heroes 
because they are rich and famous, I have 
no doubt who a sane and intelligent per¬ 
son would choose. I can now under¬ 
stand why there was such heavy 
censorship in the Soviet Union. The 
bourgeoisie and their allies have all the 
power and tricks to keep the proletariat 
from waking up. 

Our class has plenty of heroes. We 
should forever be publicising with vig¬ 
our these people who are the complete 
opposite of the bourgeois heroes, so that 
working class people know who to adu¬ 
late and who to scorn. 

As a friend of North Korea, I have had 
to put up with a lot of mbbish about our 
Dear Leader, Kim Jong II. Well, when it 
comes to possessing intelligence, wis¬ 
dom, political skill and acumen, he is no 
match for the all the leaders the rich and 
powerful countries can display. All the 
great communist leaders of our time have 
written volumes of worthy political ma¬ 
terial, all from their own minds. I don’t 


think we can say the same about our 
wonderful bourgeois leaders. 

Paula Jenkins 

Essex 

Mass strike 

In reply to comrade Ian Donovan, let me 
deal first of all with the charge of syndi¬ 
calism (‘Utopianism or materialism’ 
Weekly Worker July 25). 

Syndicalism is the ideology of the pro¬ 
letariat at the embryonic stage of its de¬ 
velopment. It does represent a genuinely 
revolutionary tendency, although a sim¬ 
ple tmth is lacking - the complete mas¬ 
tery of the laws of social development, 
which can only come from Marxism, is 
the prerequisite to destroying the class 
enemy. 

It can, however, be agreed that the 
“content and programme of syndicalism 
[does indeed form] a dangerous long¬ 
term threat to the victorious outcome of 
the proletarian revolution and to the con¬ 
solidation of the future dictatorship of the 
proletariat’ ’ (Mike Baker). Of all the camps 
within the revolutionary proletariat it is 
towards the syndicalists that Marxists 
must exert their utmost effort at “instill¬ 
ing a scientific understanding of the ob¬ 
jective laws of social development in 
general and of the proletarian revolution 
and its outcome, communism, in particu¬ 
lar” (ibid). 

I, contrary to what comrade Donovan 
will have you believe, am not a 
syndicalist. My conclusions come solely 
from scientific socialism. 

Comrade Donovan shies away from 
using the mass/general strike because 
“the bourgeoisie will react by means of 
some sort of political manoeuvre”. He 
then quotes two examples - Britain in 1926 
and post-World War I Germany. He is 
fully correct in using Britain as an exam¬ 
ple of “rotten misleadership of the work¬ 
ing class” when the TUC failed to back 
the general strike. In answer to this, it has 
to be one of the CPGB’s roles to ensure 
that this does not happen again. 

With regard to the choice of post- 
World War I Germany, comrade Dono¬ 
van is correct in that the workers’ 
councils were bom from “mass semi-in- 
surrectionary strikes”, yet he is wrong to 
state that they failed to take power them¬ 
selves. The political power remained in 
the hands of the bourgeoisie because 
“the workers’ councils could only elimi¬ 
nate themselves as their organisational 
form contradicted their limited political 
and social goals. It was the subjective 
unwillingness to realise socialism by 
revolutionary means which accounted 
for the decay and finally the forced de¬ 
struction of the [German] council move¬ 
ment” (Paul Mattick). 

That is to say, the proletariat were not 
themselves advanced enough con¬ 
sciously to accept the need for commu¬ 
nism. They gave up their momentarily 
won political power in favour of the de¬ 
ceptive evolutionary path of German 
social democracy. This was no bourgeois 
political manoeuvre, as comrade Dono¬ 
van believes, but the failure of the prole¬ 
tariat themselves. 

In my original letter I stated that to 
achieve socialism the proletariat must 
engage in a general strike, a term I use 
interchangeably with the term ‘mass 
strike’ (July 11). Comrade Donovan mis¬ 
understands the mass strike and its role 
in the proletarian revolution. It is through 
the mass strike that the revolution is re¬ 
alised, it is due to the mass strike that the 
worker evolves rapidly from a wage slave 
to a revolutionary. It serves to awaken 
the revolutionary consciousness of the 
proletariat en masse acting as a unifier: 
“The economic and political factors in the 
period of the mass strike merely form the 
two interlacing sides of the proletarian 
stmggle, and their unity is precisely the 
mass strike. The mass strike is insepara¬ 
ble from the revolution” (Rosa Luxem¬ 
burg). 

As opposed to the economic and de¬ 
monstrative strike, which is easily 
planned, the mass strike is a masterpiece 
of proletarian insurrectional spontaneity. 


Rosa Luxemburg in her book The mass 
strike states the following, which is of 
maximum theoretical importance: “The 
mass strike is not artificially ‘made’, not 
‘decided’ at random, not ‘propagated’, 
but it is a historical phenomenon which, 
at a given moment, results from social 
conditions with historical inevitability.” 
The revolution and the mass strike are 
one and the same. The strike furthermore 
is the manifesto of the proletariat. 

Comrade Donovan runs scared from 
the general/mass strike because it will 
offend the ruling class, because it “poses 
point blank to the ruling class: Who is 
the master of the country? Who will pre¬ 
vail?” If he is scared that these questions 
are to be asked - and they will be - why 
does he sit in the Marxist camp, for we 
know that revolution is necessary and 
historically inevitable? 

Why comrade Donovan has me 
equating the economic or political power 
of the proletariat with the economic or 
political power of the capitalists I have 
no idea. In my letter I state: “Political 
power is determined upon the pattern of 
ownership of the productive instru¬ 
ments, so those who own the instru¬ 
ments hold the dominant political power, 
hence the ‘executive of the modem state 
is but a committee for managing the com¬ 
mon affairs of the whole bourgeoisie’.” 
This, I feel, explains that as the bourgeoi¬ 
sie hold the dominant political power 
they therefore own the productive instru¬ 
ments and indirectly the labour of the 
proletariat. 

Capital is the economic power that 
dominates everything in bourgeois so¬ 
ciety, hence the present state is a bour¬ 
geois state. Wage labour produces the 
wealth that mles it (capital), the power 
hostile to it and, as long as the worker 
produces his output as capital, the capi¬ 
talist shall reproduce the worker as a 
wage labourer. The further fact com¬ 
pounding this domination by capital is 
that, as long as the wage worker is a wage 
worker, his lot is wholly dependent upon 
capital and economic strikes do not 
change this. 

Hence the proletariat is neither (a) a 
wielder of economic power nor (b) 
equated to the capitalist in terms of ei¬ 
ther political or economic power (I have 
never stated this to be so). Furthermore 
a vital theoretical bolt has been tightened, 
that to change capitalism the relations of 
production and distribution must change 
also. They must be tom asunder via revo¬ 
lution. 

Comrade Donovan’s belief that 
“money is an economic form that with¬ 
ers away when scarcity itself withers 
away” is problematic on one front yet it 
contains some element of truth. The 
tmth is that, yes, when scarcity becomes 
negated, so no money will be in exist¬ 
ence. However, the problematic element 
is taking this as a totality. No exchange 
is possible without a division of labour, 
in addition to the fact that the “division 
of labour and private property are iden¬ 
tical expressions” (Marx). Then we see 
also that there shall be no exchange 
without private property. Under social¬ 
ism the productive forces become so¬ 
cial property, so private property is 
forced out of existence and labour cer¬ 
tificates that are non-circulating negate 
money (see Critique of the Gotha Pro¬ 
gramme). 

It is the necessary function of the 
workers’ dictatorship to begin the nega¬ 
tion of money. State socialism, however, 
does not allow money’s negation, owing 
to the fact that production under the state 
socialist system necessitates distribu¬ 
tion to be based on exchange value and 
therefore money remains the medium of 
exchange. 

The purpose of my letter was twofold. 
Firstly, Marxism’s scientific study of so¬ 
ciety has shown us that “the totality of 
relations of production constitutes the 
economic structure, the real foundation, 
on which arises a legal and political su¬ 
perstructure”. Therefore is it not the role 
of the revolution to alter the economic 
stmcture and therefore take economic 
power, thereby establishing the real foun¬ 


dation for the workers’ political super¬ 
structure? 

Secondly, to explain why we must not 
go down the Bolshevik road, believing it 
to be the scientific outcome of capitalism, 
for it is not. In 1921 in Russia the Work¬ 
ers’ Opposition demanded workers’ in¬ 
volvement in factories, etc - as opposed 
to state control and ownership, as was 
the case. They were gagged by the party 
and suppressed. Compare this to 
Friedrich Engels’s demand of “posses¬ 
sion of the means of work - raw materi¬ 
als, factories, machinery - by the working 
people themselves”. 

Richard Sherratt 
email 

'Regime change’ 
colonialism 

If it was not for the horrific events of Sep¬ 
tember 11 2001, and the peculiarities of 
the current rightwing administration in 
the US, one could not have believed that 
two years into the 21st century there 
would be a need to argue against what is 
after all a colonial concept, ‘regime 
change’ in Iraq , Iran or anywhere else. 

Yet the US agenda for the region and 
polarised reactions to it are part of con¬ 
temporary discourse and some sections 
of rightwing opposition against two dic¬ 
tatorial regimes, Iran and Iraq, have dis¬ 
cussed little else over the last few 
months. As far as Iran is concerned, if 
the euphoria of various royalists is un¬ 
derstandable, be it deplorable, a more 
worrying phenomenon is the enthusiasm 
of some so called ‘democrats’ to pave the 
way for ‘regime change in Iran’ by pre¬ 
senting themselves as the ‘rational’ al¬ 
ternative capable of delivering the 
‘reformist’ faction of the current islamic 
regime to discussions designed to ap¬ 
pease a warmonger US president. 

A recent statement signed by some ex¬ 
leftists, many associated with Majority 
Fedayin (in its various forms and fac¬ 
tions), is by far one of the most deplor¬ 
able political statements of recent times, 
regarding Iran’s political future. The very 
same people who supported military in¬ 
vasion of Afghanistan by Soviet troops, 
the very same people who applauded 
Khomeini’s savage attacks against the 
Iranian working class and national minori¬ 
ties in the early years of the islamic re¬ 
gime as signs of its ‘anti imperialist’ stand 
and the very same people who over the 
last five years have praised the ‘reform¬ 
ist’ faction of the islamic regime and its 
president as the saviour of the nation - 
in other words the familiar defenders of 
‘counterrevolution’ from above - have 
united once more to disperse ‘wisdom’ 
and advise their friends and, one pre¬ 
sumes, ‘fellow democrats’ in the islamic 
regime to save the ‘nation’ by appeas¬ 
ing the US. 

In a five-page statement, which can be 
interpreted as defence of ‘regime change’ 
- be it with the support of ‘reformists’ 
within the islamic regime - the signato¬ 
ries encourage sections of the Iranian 
regime to open a ‘dialogue’ with the US 
administration in order to avert the threat 
of military action by accepting the US’s 
terms for ‘better relations’. The statement 
makes a number of assumptions that 
should be addressed first and foremost: 

(1) That the Bush administration is genu¬ 
inely in favour of ‘freedom’ and ‘democ¬ 
racy’ in the Middle East and the 
supposed ‘war against terrorism’ is there¬ 
fore justified! A hypothesis which most 
people - Iranians, Europeans, as well as 
many Americans - would consider an 
insult to one’s intelligence. In Iran and 
Iraq ‘regime change’, as in Afghanistan, 
has more to do with US geopolitical, eco¬ 
nomic interests than the ‘defence of de¬ 
mocracy’. 

(2) The assumption that anyone in the 
current US administration has any inten¬ 
tion of ‘resolving’ conflict. The politi¬ 
cal statements of Bush advisors in 
recent weeks make it clear that this ad¬ 
ministration is adamant on waging war, 
irrespective of any concession by dic¬ 
tators in Iran or Iraq. Most observers 


agree on the compelling internal rea¬ 
sons for the current posturing in US 
foreign policy: 

(a) as a means of diverting attention from 
the economic crisis and the scandals sur¬ 
rounding major corporations such as 
Enron and WorldCom, not to mention the 
implication of the US president and his 
vice-president in these scandals; 

(b) the pivotal role of the ‘war on terror¬ 
ism’ to allow astronomic rises in the mili¬ 
tary budget at a time of economic 
recession. 

(3) The assumption is that the ‘reformist 
faction’ within the islamic regime is either 
capable or willing to democratise society, 
yet the experience of the last five years is 
testimony that the ‘reformists’ within the 
state, all of whom maintain their allegiance 
to the fundamental principles of an 
islamic state with it numerous unelected 
leaders and organs, a state that legiti¬ 
mises daily interference of religion into 
every aspect of the social and political 
life of its citizens, is incapable and indeed 
unwilling to ‘reform’ even the most su¬ 
perficial aspects of this medieval regime. 
It is unlikely to respond to preconditions 
necessary for such a dialogue, as de¬ 
manded by the US: ie, an end to Iran’s 
support for Palestinian and Lebanese 
groups. This aspect of Iran’s foreign 
policy remains its one and only claim to 
be ‘radical’, however shallow and irrel¬ 
evant such claims might be, and it is un¬ 
likely that anyone in power in Iran could 
possible contemplate such a change. 

(4) That discussions between a super¬ 
power and a third world religious dicta¬ 
torship, facing the largest secular 
opposition of its lifetime, could hold ‘posi¬ 
tive discussions’ which would ‘benefit’ 
the Iranian people. No-one in their right 
mind would argue against ‘political rela¬ 
tions’ between nations. However, illu¬ 
sions in Iranian reformists should be 
exposed in all their aspects. 

Workers Left Unity 

email 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 


Call for Socialist 
Alliance paper 

An appeal for a regular Socialist 
Alliance newspaper has been launched 
by three leading members, Dave 
Church, Marcus Strom and Martin 
Thomas. To add your name to the 
appeal please email your support to: 
marcus.strom@ntlworld.com 


We, the undersigned, believe that the Socialist Al¬ 
liance must launch a regular, campaigning news¬ 
paper as an uigent priority. This publication should: 

• Fight to build the agreed actions of the Socialist 
Alliance, maintain our public profile between elec¬ 
tions and give news, analysis and practical guidance 
to our activists on the ground. 

• Reflect the diversity of views in our alliance. A So¬ 
cialist Alliance paper must have space for the open 
exchange of ideas, for comradely polemic and the 
presentation of minority views. Wherever possible, 
we should afford the right of reply in our paper. 

• Strike a balance between agitation and propa¬ 
ganda in its pages. Working class readers should 
not be patronised or talked down to. Our paper must 
carry longer theoretical pieces, as well as snappy, 
factual, socialist reportage. 

If the majority of the SA continues to block an of¬ 
ficial publication, the minority should fight for the 
launch of an unofficial paper. 


Additional 

signatories 

Nicola Bent (Lambeth) 
Janine Booth (Hackney) 
John Bridge (Camden) 
Alison Brown (Sheffield) 
Janies Bull (Teesside) 
Peter Burton (SSP) 
Matthew Caygill (Leeds) 
Jane Clarke (Bedfordshire) 
Steve Cooke (Teesside) 
Lawrie Coombs (Tees¬ 
side) 

Tim Cooper (Nottingham) 

Chris Croome (Teesside) 
James Cunningham 

(South Birmingham) 

Mathew Danaher 

(Southampton) 

Mervyn Davies (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Ian Donovan (Southwark) 

Arthur Downs (former 
mayor, Tower Hamlets) 

Jim Drysdale 
Laura Duval (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Pete Edwards (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mark Ferguson (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Alf Filer (Brent) 

Janice Fowler (Southwark) 
Steve Freeman (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Ray Gaston (Leeds 
steering committee) 

Darrell Goodliffe 

(Cambridgeshire) 

Andy Gunton (Lambeth) 
Billy Hodson (Teesside) 
Chris Jones (chair, 
Merseyside) 

Eryk Karas (Bedfordshire) 

Sarah Lawlor (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Terry Liddle (treasurer, 
Greenwich) 


Ron Lynn (Lambeth) 
Lesley Mahmood 

(executive committee, 
coordinator Merseyside) 
Rob Marsden (Leicester) 

Laurie McCauley (North 
Yorkshire) 

Anne Me Shane (chair, 
Hackney) 

Sam Metcalf (Nottingham) 

Duncan Morrison 

(Lewisham) 

Paul Nicholson (South¬ 
ampton) 

Harry Nugent (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Dave Osier (Hackney) 
Dave Parks (Exeter) 

Harry Paterson (Notting¬ 
hamshire) 

Mike Perkins (Southamp¬ 
ton) 

Peter Pierce (Greenwich) 
Phil Pope (Southampton) 

Charlie Pottins (Brent) 
Peter Radcliff (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Daniel Randall (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Lee Rock (Waltham Forest) 

Mike Rowley (Oxford) 
Dave Spencer (Coventry) 
Alan Stevens (chair, 
Greenwich) 

Danny Thompson 
(Bedfordshire) 

Steve Turner (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mike Wagstaff (Colches- 
ter) 

Pete Weller (Lambeth) 
Geoff Wexler (Cambridge¬ 
shire) 

Paul Willoughby (East 
Kent) 

Jay Woolrich (Leicester) 
Patrick Yarker (Norfolk 
and Norwich) 


Why we’re 
launching a 
new paper 


Statement from International Socialist Group and Socialist 
Solidarity Network, August 2002 


T he International Socialist Group and the 
Socialist Solidarity Network, along with 
individual sponsors, are taking the ini¬ 
tiative to launch a new paper - Resistance*. 
We think this is necessary to express and 
build support for a distinct political position 
which, despite differences among us on sec¬ 
ondary issues, we share. We want to deepen 
the fight for a broad socialist party in England 
on the model of, for example, the SSP in Scot¬ 
land and the Party of Communist 
Refoundation in Italy. 

We want to strengthen the fight for inclu¬ 
sive, creative and forward-looking Marxist 
politics on the British left. We will do this in 
the Socialist Alliance, the SSP, the anti-glo- 
balisation movement, the movements of the 
oppressed and the labour movement gener¬ 
ally. In taking this step, we base ourselves on 
the following positions: 

(1) World capitalism has moved into a major 
new recession, which is exposing the contra¬ 
dictions of modem capitalism ever more bla¬ 
tantly. This recession will bring hardship and 
despair to millions who see their savings and 
pensions disappear or substantially reduced 
- so much so that even George Bush speaks 
of the danger of the American people “losing 
faith in our free enterprise system”! 

(2) This crisis is impacting on the third world 
through mass poverty and austerity, and in 
the worst of cases mass starvation. More 
than ever, the role of the transnational corpo¬ 
rations and the institutions of imperialism like 
the WTO, the World Bank and the IMF is 
being exposed - leading to an explosion of 
support for the anti-neoliberal globalisation 
movement, which has survived the impact of 
September 11. To environmental destruction, 
mass poverty and unemployment is now 
added the constant danger - and daily prac¬ 
tice - of imperialist militarism, already impact¬ 
ing on Afghanistan, Colombia and other 
countries, showing itself in the escalation of 
Israeli barbarity against the Palestinian peo¬ 
ple, and most likely leading soon to a massive 
assault on Iraq. 

(3) This new crisis of world capitalism, to¬ 
gether with the collapse of Stalinism, and the 
abject capitulation of social democracy 
worldwide, exemplified by Blairism in Britain, 
has created a new space for left and socialist 


alternatives. But this is happening in a pe¬ 
riod when the labour movement internation¬ 
ally is still on the defensive and when 
rebuilding the labour movement and social 
movements of the oppressed, and the tradi¬ 
tions of mass solidarity and resistance, is still 
ongoing. 

(4) We see the movement against neoliberal 
globalisation as a key instrument for helping 
resolve the crisis of the labour and social 
movements. We want to learn from its refresh¬ 
ing dynamism, creative ways of organising 
and spirit of renewal. Within this movement it 
is crucial to fight for socialist, anti-capitalist 
perspectives and against those which see the 
possibility of a ‘reformed’, ‘humane’ capital¬ 
ism. 

(5) For us a cmcial aspect of that is the fight 
to build broad socialist parties, exemplified 
by the Scottish Socialist Party and Commu¬ 
nist Refoundation in Italy, which can begin 
to act as a political alternative for at least a 
section of the masses. We do not believe that 
existing far-left organisations, even the larg¬ 
est of them, are politically broad enough or 
have enough organisational strength to play 
this role on their own - although they have a 
vital role to play in bringing new socialist 
parties into existence and leading them. We 
note, for example, that the French LCR, even 
after its electoral success in the presidential 
elections, launched an appeal for a broad 
anti-capitalist formation which could become 
a new broad socialist party. We think this is 
the right way forward. In the existing crisis, 
reactionary as well as leftwing alternatives 
are being forcefully advanced, as exemplified 
by the successes of the far right in elections 
in France, Holland and elsewhere. The far left 
is in a race with racist reaction for mass alle¬ 
giance, as the political centre collapses or 
goes into crisis. The formation of broad so¬ 
cialist parties able to intervene in elections 
and beyond, and posing a credible alterna¬ 
tive, is cmcial to stopping the advance of the 
far right. It would be irresponsible not to fight 
for a broad socialist alternative in the face of 
this danger. 

We will seek to promote: 

• A creative, inclusive and forward-looking 
Marxism, which implies a willingness to reach 
out to, leam from and engage in a dialogue 


with those from other traditions, as well as a 
wide range of campaigns, movements and 
activists who do not see themselves as Marx¬ 
ist or even socialist. 

• The fight for the Socialist Alliance to become 
a broad socialist party when the organisational 
and political conditions for this are ready. The 
precondition for this is activity to build the 
alliance and extend its political scope. 

• The building and rebuilding of mass move¬ 
ments of resistance to racism and the war on 
asylum-seekers, the oppression of women, 
lesbians and gay men, and people with dis¬ 
abilities. The vast majority of the victims of 
this oppression are working class; building 
these movements will strengthen and help 
unify the working class movement and the left 
within it. 

• The rebuilding of the fighting strength of 
the labour movement, and within that the fight 
for class stmggle politics and democracy in 
the unions. 

• Socialist internationalism, expressed through 
deepening and consolidating links with like- 
minded socialists and movements in Europe 
and beyond; and also in the fight against the 
witch-hunt of asylum-seekers, and support for 
Globalise Resistance and other movements 
against neoliberal globalisation, and the Stop 
the War Coalition. Through these things we 
want to help extend the fight for inclusive and 
forward-looking Marxism to new layers of 
young people. 

We think that the development of more 
comradely relations and collaboration be¬ 
tween different viewpoints on the far left in 
Britain over recent years is a major step for¬ 
ward. However, we also think within this frame¬ 
work, sponsors of Resistance have something 
distinctive to contribute, which is why we are 
launching the paper. In addition to putting 
forward our own political views as outlined 
above, we will actively seek to reflect and give 
a platform to debates within the left in Britain 
within the pages of the paper. 

We believe that the politics outlined here 
enjoy significant support. If you agree with 
us, we ask you to support us in this project • 

• Resistance is a working title for the new pa¬ 
per - a final decision on the name has yet to be 
taken • 


Music festival 

Saturday August 31, lpm-9pm, Tankerton Slopes 
(overlooking sea), Whitstable, Kent. No to privatisa¬ 
tion, racism and war. Another world is possible. 
Help mobilise for the European Social Forum in Flor¬ 
ence (November 7-10). 

Main stage with bands, plus tent for jazz, acoustic 
and poetry, DJ tent, children’s play area with puppet 
shows, pebble painting, etc. Plenty of stalls. 

Stalls welcome: traders and 'wealthy’ campaigning 
groups £25. Small campaigning groups free. Call 
07950 610257 to book stall and send details of your 
campaign for inclusion in festival programme. Dona¬ 
tions welcome. 

Organised by Kent ESF mobilising committee. 


Love music, hate racism 

Carnival against the Nazis, Sunday September 1, Platt 
Fields Park, Manchester. March to carnival from town 
hall, 11am. Two stages, dance marquee, kids’ area, 
stalls, food and drink. 

Music includes: MS Dynamite, Doves, The Shining, 
Heartless Crew, Billy Bragg, Rodney P and Skitz, Miss 
Black America, Phil-Life Cypher, Nickey Blackmarket 
and MC Foxy, Shortee Blitz, Shaanti DJs Bobby Fric¬ 
tion and Juttla, Killa Kela and Normski, Sona Fariq, 
Out Da Ville, Wesley J and MC Sharkey P, Moorish 
Delta 7, DJ Woody, Krispy, Daze and Sappo, DJ Asha, 
MC Chickaboo, Bigga Fish DJs and MCs. 

Organised by Anti-Nazi League. Call 020 7924 0333 
for more details and local transport, www.anl.org.uk 


^ Mobilisation far the M - ■ « 

European Social Forum 

Another World - A Better World - Is Possible 
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Paper thin unity 


O n the surface of it, there is much to 
commend the initiative of the Interna¬ 
tional Socialist Group and the Social¬ 
ist Solidarity Network. The authors of the 
statement say the intention of their new pa¬ 
per for the left is “to strengthen the fight for 
inclusive, creative and forward-looking Marx¬ 
ist politics on the British left”. Who could ar¬ 
gue with that? 

Further, the authors want to promote “a 
creative, inclusive and forward-looking Marx¬ 
ism” and even “fight for the Socialist Alliance 
to become a broad socialist party”. The com¬ 
rades have in mind something akin to the 
Scottish Socialist Party or Rifondazione Comu- 
nista. Who could deny that the formation of 
a party committed to refounding communist 
politics in Britain a la Rifondazione would be 
a tremendous step forward? (The SSP’s na¬ 
tional reformism would be much more prob¬ 
lematic, of course.) 

But there is more than meets the eye here. 
There has been a flurry of discussion on the 
TndieSA’ discussion list about this proposal. 
Much of it has been poor, some of it worth¬ 
while and genuine. The Weekly Worker , with 
its robustly democratic culture, will also be 
open to contributions on the question of a 
paper for the Socialist Alliance movement. 

There certainly has been a lot of nonsense 
floating around about this issue. And despite 
the protestations from some of the sponsors 
of Resistance - the working title of the ISG- 
SSN proposed publication - this will be an 
unofficial paper of the SA movement. From 
what I can see the new venture will not be much 
more than the ISG giving Phil Hearse his old 
job back as Socialist Outlook editor without 
him having to come under the discipline of 
Alan Thomett’s faction again. Good luck to 
them. However, it is dressed up as “broad”, 
“inclusive”, “creative”, “outward-looking”, 
etc. Lots of motherhood and apple pie at its 
editorial board meetings. We are told that the 
paper will not be mn by a horrible - democrati¬ 
cally elected - central committee, but by an 
enlightened, pleasant and ever so inclusive 
editorial board. 

I first heard of this proposal from a Weekly 
Worker supporter, who asked what our ‘line’ 
was. He had been approached to sponsor the 
project and wanted to know my opinion. He 
told me it was framed as some sort of unoffi¬ 
cial S A paper. At this stage I had not read the 
ISG-SSN proposal. My interest was aroused 
and I was intrigued as to why the CPGB - a 
well known champion of an S A paper and the 
Socialist Alliance as a whole - had not been 
invited to join in. After all, we had called on 
the ISG, as well as the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty, in January to come together for an un¬ 
official paper. (The ISG, CPGB and AWL all 
supported a motion for an S A paper at the De¬ 
cember 1 annual conference.) 

So I approached John Bulaitis - former en¬ 
forcer for Militant in London, who would brook 
no dissent to the Taaffe regime, and is now a 
born-again new leftist of the Socialist Solidar¬ 
ity Network (after a brief period in the iiber- 
liquidationist Socialist Democracy Group). 

Comrade Bulaitis told me that my chance 
of being allowed to stand for the editorial 
board of the new journal and/or being elected 
was ‘ ‘nil”. This did not really strike me as broad 
and inclusive. While I have problems with 
some of the formulations in the ISG-SSN state¬ 
ment, I could accept its thrust. Why do I have 
no chance of being on the editorial board? 

In essence, this is a factional rapproche¬ 
ment between the ISG and SSN - no bad thing 
in itself, of course. Even so, the comrades are 
not actually fusing into a single democratic 
grouping. Why ever not? As the statement 
itself says, the ISG-SSN have “a distinct po¬ 
litical position which, despite differences 
among us on secondary issues, we share”. 
Why remain organisationally separate over 
“secondary issues”? But the point is, the 
paper should not be held up as something it 
is not. 

The initiative is also positive because it cre¬ 
ates further flux on the revolutionary left. For 
decades, the sects remained isolated islands, 


Marcus Strom 

responds to the ISG- 
SSN statement 

speaking different languages and having no 
discemable effect on the real world. They were 
mn as feudal fiefdoms. In the environment of 
the Socialist Alliance movement, this is begin¬ 
ning to break down - albeit fmstratingly slowly. 
And, importantly, the ISG-SSN proposal also 
brings to the fore once again the need for a 
Socialist Alliance paper. 

If even the ISG and the SSN - no offence, 
comrades - can get together and bash out a 
factional monthly, why can’t all the forces of 
the SA unite for a broad, partyist weekly - or 
even daily - paper? The resources are there. 
The political will needs to be won. And it is 
that fight the CPGB will continue. 

Some further points. 

1. Unofficial/official 

Some people are in a twist about official ver¬ 
sus unofficial papers of the Socialist Alliance. 
In fact there are already many, many unoffi¬ 
cial Socialist Alliance papers. Local bulletins 
for one. These are ‘unofficial’ in the sense that 
they only represent a part of the organisation, 
and cannot speak for the whole. 

Then there are the left journals: Weekly 
Worker, Socialist Outlook, Socialist Worker, 
Solidarity, Workers Power , etc. These are - to 
a lesser (SW, WP) or greater ( Weekly Worker, 
SO, Solidarity) degree - unofficial SA papers 
in the sense that they report the activities of 
the SA from various viewpoints. Hardly divi¬ 
sive in and of themselves. Their existence is 
obviously not an obstacle to the development 
of the SA, although the politics espoused by 
some of them (united front, electoral bloc, etc) 
most certainly is. It is the lack of political will 
from the largest faction to commit to a proc¬ 
ess of deeper unity that is also holding us 
back. 

I have been fighting for a weekly paper of 
the Socialist Alliance. If this is blocked by a 
conservative majority, then the pro-party ele¬ 
ments of the SA need to launch an unofficial 
paper of the SA based on - and seeking to 
enrich - the politics of our manifesto People 
before profit. 

What could be divisive about such an un¬ 
official paper? Our movement’s history is full 
of such examples: the British Socialist Party’s 
The Call , for instance. Iskra began as an un¬ 
official paper. The Communist was the daily 
paper of the Bolsheviks’ leftist wing during 
1918. The Sunday Worker was the paper of 
the Left Wing Movement in the Labour Party 
in the 1920s. Labour Left Briefing, Tribune, 
etc, etc, etc. There is nothing to be afraid of, 
comrades, and a rich heritage from which to 
learn. 

2. Internal/external 

Here is the mb. The ISG-SSN claim the new 


publication will not be an unofficial SA pa¬ 
per. This is of course ridiculous. Are not the 
ISG and SSN supporting organisations of 
the alliance? Do they not have representa¬ 
tives on the SA national executive? The 
launch statement itself says: “We think that 
the development of more comradely rela¬ 
tions and collaboration between different 
viewpoints on the far left in Britain over re¬ 
cent years is a major step forward. However, 
we also think within this framework, spon¬ 
sors of Resistance have something distinc¬ 
tive to contribute.” 

Where else but the Socialist Alliance move¬ 
ment have “comradely relations and collabo¬ 
ration between different viewpoints” been 
developing? 

Paul Wilcox of the ISG says of the paper: 
“It must be stressed here, Resistance is not 
a Socialist Alliance paper. It will be a paper 
in the Socialist Alliance and the anti-capital¬ 
ist, anti-war, environmental movements. And 
it will be aimed at the new young layers that 
are emerging from these movements. [It will 
aim] to bring them into the Socialist Alliance, 
as well as calling for and campaigning for an 
official paper of the Socialist Alliance” 
(IndieSA list). 

Does this mean that the “anti-capitalist, 
anti-war, environmental movements” are 
outside the scope of the Socialist Alliance? 
If they are, then this is a sectional view of 
the SA akin to the SWP’s that the ISG says 
it opposes. If they are not, then Resistance 
will be an unofficial S A paper. There is noth¬ 
ing wrong with that, but why are the authors 
and sponsors at such pains to stress other¬ 
wise? 

3. For a democratic 
campaigning SA paper 

The statement (opposite page) initiated by 
myself, Dave Church and Martin Thomas 
calls for a campaign for an official Socialist 
Alliance paper that is open, democratic and 
reflects the views of the majority and minor¬ 
ity in the SA. It should recruit from the vari¬ 
ous social movements the SA is involved in, 
as well as the union movement and the work¬ 
ing class at large. It should aim to educate 
(through propaganda), agitate and organise 
our members, our supporters and the broad 
layers of the labour movement and working 
class the SA comes into contact with. 

I will be moving such a motion to the next 
SA annual conference in February. I trust I 
will receive the backing of the many pro-party 
and sincere ‘independents’: the ISG, the pro¬ 
party AWLers, the pro-party Workers Power 
members, and so on. 

If the majority blocks the move to a demo¬ 
cratic, open and campaigning Socialist Alli¬ 
ance weekly paper (well within the reach of 
the SA as it is currently constituted), then 
the pro-party, pro-paper minority has an ob¬ 
ligation to launch an unofficial SA paper. Not 
a sectional and narrow factional paper as the 
ISG-SSN venture seems to be, but one based 
on - and seeking to enrich - the politics of 
our common manifesto, People before profit. 
I urge all comrades to sign our statement • 
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ACTION 

CPGB London seminars 

Sunday August 25, 5pm - ‘The price of respectability’, using 
Ralph Milliband’s Parliamentary socialism as a study guide. 
Sunday September 1, 5pm - ‘Formal democracy and the west’, 
using Ellen Meiksins Wood’s Democracy against capitalism 
as a study guide. 

Palestinian rights 

Protest on the steps of St Martin’s in the Fields, Trafalgar Square, 
every Wednesday, from 5.30pm to 6.30pm. 

Immediate withdrawal of Israeli troops from the occupied terri¬ 
tories. For an independent Palestinian state with the same rights 
as Israel. For the right of both peoples to live in peace in their 
own territories. Condemn Israeli state terrorism, and islamic ter¬ 
rorism against Israeli civilians. 

Organised by Justice for the Palestinians. Supported by Alli¬ 
ance for Workers’ Liberty, Communist Party of Great Britain, 
Worker-communist Party of Iraq, International Federation of 
Iraqi Refugees, Worker-communist Party of Iran, International 
Federation of Iranian Refugees, International Campaign for a 
Referendum for Kurdistan. 

SA national council 

Saturday September 7,12 noon- 5pm, council chamber, Birming¬ 
ham town hall. One voting delegate per local SA with pooled 
fare. Observers welcome. 

Remember Larkin 

March and rally against fascism - 5th annual James Larkin com¬ 
memoration, Saturday September 7. Assemble 12 noon, Mount 
Pleasant, Liverpool. 

Euro debate 

For Yorkshire and Humberside SA comrades, Sunday Septem¬ 
ber 8, 2pm-5pm. Organised by Leeds Socialist Alliance. Email 
matthewcaygill@aol.com for further details, including location 
and map. 

Marxism and religion 

Debate - Friday September 20, 8pm, All Hallows church, 24 
Regent Terrace, Hyde Park, Leeds. Speakers: Ken Leech, An¬ 
glican priest and East End community theologian, author of The 
eye of the storm ; Mike Marqusee, Socialist Alliance activist, 
author of Redemption song; Sean Matgamna, editor Workers ’ 
Liberty. 

For more details contact Ray Gaston - 0113 242 2205; 
ray@allhallowsleeds.org.uk. Supported by Leeds Socialist Al¬ 
liance. 

New Labour, stop the war 

National demonstration, Saturday September 28, London, end¬ 
ing in Trafalgar Square. On the eve of the Labour Party confer¬ 
ence stop Bush and Blair’s war. Against any attack on Iraq. 
Organised by Stop the War Coalition. Supported by CND. 

SA euro conference 

Socialist Alliance national conference on Europe, Saturday 
October 12,1 lam. Registration from 10am. South Camden Com¬ 
munity School, Chamngton Street, London NW1 (nearest tube 
- Euston). £10 waged, £6 unwaged. Creche available. 

Closing date for motions, emailed to office @ socialistalliance.net: 
August 31. 

Welsh Socialist Voice 

Paper of the Welsh Socialist Alliance. £6 for 12 issues, payable 
to WSV, PO Box 369, Cardiff, CF24 3WW. 

Artists against the War 

Postcards - 50p each. 

• artistsagainstthewar@hotmail.com 

• www.artistsagainstthewar.org.uk 

• wwwstopthewar.org 

Party wills 

The CPGB has forms available for you to include the Party and 
the struggle for communism in your will. Write for details. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group email 
rdg 120 @hotmail.com 



main office: 

manchester: 

office@cpgb.org.uk 

manchester@cpgb.org.uk 

weekly worker: 

northeast: 

weeklyworker@cpgb.org.uk 

northeast@cpgb.org.uk 

Cambridgeshire: 

nottinghamshire: 

ca m bs@cpgb.org. u k 

notts@cpgb.org.uk 

Hertfordshire: 

Scotland: 

herts@cpgb.org.uk 

scotla nd@cpgb.org. u k 

london, hackney: 

surrey: 

hackney@cpgb.org.uk 

surrey@cpgb.org.uk 

london, brent: 

wales: 

brent@cpgb.org.uk 

wales@cpgb.org.uk 

www.cpgb.org.il k/action 








6 


August22 2002 Weekly Worker 444 


COMMUNIST UNIVERSITY2002 


Communist 
Party books 


Controversy and 



A PLAN FOR 

MINERS 

TtehpMUrEd /•-' - 
Tr-rti-nflMV-ri:'! r 

cccliirrEir f'lil 


FROM OCTOBER 
TO AUGUST 

Th? Uniorri 

TfOrti revbJiitnn b cmnbCTrew&Vfen 


enen 
cam | 


* oontiUxition 

JaoK Corrsd 


Problems 
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Jitck Conrad 


■Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to 
serve those in the workers’ movement who had no interest in 
revolution, those who preferred compromise with capitalism 
rather than its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter 
Taaffe’s group and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting 
a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the 
USSR from Stalin’s monocratic dictatorship to the twists and 
turns of Gorbachev’s perestroika and Yeltsin’s counter-coup. 
Throughout there is a stress on the necessity of democracy. 

£6.95 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. 
Particular attention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism 
and their strategy for revolution. Vital for Socialist Alliance ac¬ 
tivists. 


£4.95 


■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and central¬ 
ism? Jack Conrad explores this thorny issue in his historically 
significant argument against a disgruntled minority who de¬ 
serted the CPGB in 1992. 


£4.95 


■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory govern¬ 
ment’s 1992 coal review. The case is made for working class self¬ 
activity and socialism. Arthur Scargill famously disowned it. 

£ 1.00 


■ Towards a Socialist Alliance party 

The CPGB’s latest book argues for the Socialist Alliance to move 
to a higher organisational and political stage. Drawing on an 
extensive study of history, this work presents the ways and 
means of arriving at that end. 


£7.00 


Buy all 6 books for £23 and save £8.80 

Delivery free within the United Kingdom 


Please send me a copy of: 

Which road? □ 

From October to August □ 

In the enemy camp □ 

Problems of communist organisation □ 
A plan for miners □ 

Towards a Socialist Alliance party □ 


I enclose a cheque, payable to CPGB, for 
£_ 

Name_ 

Add ress__________ 


Email_ 

Please return to CPGB address 


J ust over 140 comrades attended the an¬ 
nual Communist Party school, Commu¬ 
nist University 2002, at Bmnel University 
in Uxbridge at the beginning of August. 
Twenty-one lively and challenging sessions 
over eight days gave our comrades and those 
from other left groups and none an opportu¬ 
nity to argue and clarify their ideas. 

Most sessions consisted of an opening by 
a CPGB comrade or invited speaker, followed 
by extensive discussion, consistent with our 
tradition of open and democratic debate. Five 
sessions took the form of a round-table dis¬ 
cussion involving a CPGB comrade and one 
or more speakers from other organisations. 
Organisations that supplied speakers were 
the Socialist Workers Party, the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty, the International Socialist 
Group, Workers Action, Communist Party of 
Turkey, Organisation of Revolutionary Work¬ 
ers of Iran, Rifondazione Comunista, the Pal¬ 
estinian Liberation Organisation, and Lutte 
Ouvriere. 

On the first afternoon comrade Tina Becker 
and Marco Berlinguer of Rifondazione Comu¬ 
nista debated the European Union and how 
socialists should respond to its continuing 
evolution. Comrade Berlinguer outlined the 
history of Rifondazione Comunista, and de¬ 
scribed the European Social Fomm as an op¬ 
portunity to initiate a new phase of the 
development of the left in the continent of 
Europe, thrashing out a common programme 
for the 2004 European elections. 

Bringing revolutionary politics into the 
European Social Fomm will be an important 
part of CPGB work over the next months. But 
our main focus of activity continues to be the 
Socialist Alliance and the long and patient 
task of forging it into a revolutionary Commu¬ 
nist Party. Marcus Strom introduced a session 
on ‘The CPGB and fighting for the Socialist 
Alliance paper’. Comrade Strom reminded 
comrades that at the Socialist Alliance con¬ 
ference in December 2001 a clear majority of 
non-SWP comrades voted for the unsuccess¬ 
ful motion in favour of an SA paper. The 
CPGB immediately proposed the launch of an 
unofficial paper, but since then negotiations 
have dragged on not least because of the fail¬ 
ure of the AWL to recognise the partyist po¬ 
tential of the S A. The call for a S A paper must 
be re-ignited, said comrade Strom. The SA 
cannot move forward without one. 

In October the Socialist Alliance will hold a 
special conference on Europe and the euro, 
at which a vote will decide the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance’s position in the referendum on whether 
or not to adopt the new currency. This impor¬ 
tant question was the subject of a debate at 
Communist University between John Bridge 
of the CPGB and Rob Hoveman of the SWP. 
Comrade Hoveman spoke in favour of calling 
for a ‘no’ vote in the referendum, on the basis 
that Europe is less democratic even than capi¬ 
talist Britain and further integration would 
mean worse conditions for British workers. He 
denied that this meant campaigning alongside 
the Conservative ‘save the pound’ lobby. 
Comrade Bridge argued for the S A to cham¬ 
pion an active boycott of the referendum. 

Comrades in other groups in the SA seem 
peculiarly unable to grasp the Leninist con¬ 
cept of an active boycott. We saw this again 
in the debate on ‘Voting for the enemy: les¬ 
sons of the French elections’. Alan Thomett 
of the ISG (fraternal organisation of the Ligue 
Communiste Revolutionnaire) claimed not to 
understand the phrase, which he described 
as a “ridiculous shibboleth of the CPGB”. 
Comrade Thomett, backed up by S A comrade 
John Bulaitis, defended the LCR call for a vote 
for Jacques Chirac in order to defeat Jean- 
Marie Le Pen in the presidential elections. 

Frangois Rouleau spoke for Lutte Ouvriere, 
which, after some initial hesitation, eventually 
called for a spoilt vote. Comrade Rouleau said 
that LO with its few thousand members could 
do nothing more and, in any case, the million- 
strong demonstration that took over the 
streets of Paris in protest against Le Pen’s 
success in winning through to the second 
round had been “middle class”. CPGB com¬ 


rades criticised both positions for their dismal 
failure to grasp the opportunity: the LCR, ac¬ 
cording to Peter Manson, constituted itself 
as the “extreme left of the bourgeois consen¬ 
sus to re-elect Chirac”, while Lutte Ouvriere’s 
abstentionist stance showed utter disdain for 
the mass movement which was overwhelm¬ 
ingly based on the working class. 

All sessions were conducted in a construc¬ 
tive and comradely spirit. One of the most 
contentious, however, was ‘The stmggle for 
Palestinian liberation: one state or two?’ 
Cathy Nugent spoke for the AWL, Afif Safieh 
for the PLO and John Bridge for the CPGB. 
All three agreed that the only chance for peace 
and reconciliation in the region is if the Israeli 
and Palestinian people each recognise the 
right to exist of the others’ state. Comrade 
Nugent differed from the other two in saying 
the continued existence of Israel is not com¬ 
patible with the right of return of exiled Pales¬ 
tinians - that in their case an exception must 
be made to the general socialist principle of 
the free movement of people. Comrade Bridge 
described this as a concession to Zionism. 

Our Leninist understanding of democratic 
centralism involves minorities in the Party 
being free to discuss in public their differences 
with the majority. In the debate on Palestine 
John Pearson gave a CPGB minority view, in 
favour of a single secular Palestinian state. He 
called the Israeli state “an obscenity which 
must be destroyed”. 

The healthy functioning of party democ¬ 
racy involves not only the right of minorities 
to express their views in this way, but also op¬ 
portunities for members to debate how the 
Party is operating and examine the leadership. 
The two sessions at which internal Party mat¬ 
ters were debated were of course as open to 
outsiders as all the others, and it was interest¬ 
ing to hear differing views from members of 
the AWL, the Revolutionary Democratic 
Group, the Movement for a Socialist Future 
and the International Bolshevik Tendency. 

Mark Fischer introduced a controversial 
and often heated session on democratic cen¬ 
tralism, in which he outlined the Provisional 
Central Committee’s understanding of the 
concept and criticised a minority of comrades 
for lapsing into liberalism with calls for a “free 
vote” within the SA and their undisciplined 
attitude to certain Party actions. Comrade 
Pearson accused the PCC of bureaucratism 
and, most seriously, of “abandoning” demo¬ 
cratic centralism in unnecessarily curtailing the 
debates on the new ‘What we fight for’ col¬ 
umn and our agreed theses on Israel/Pales¬ 
tine. However, the airing of these contentious 
issues at the beginning of the week had the 
effect of clearing the air somewhat. 

Weekly Worker editor Peter Manson ro¬ 
bustly defended the paper in the session on 
‘ Weekly Worker - gossip sheet or new IskraT 
He dismissed charges made against the pa¬ 
per and its predecessor The Leninist by po¬ 
litical opponents of the CPGB - that it delights 
in scandal, is funded by the security services 
to discredit the rest of the left, and that it is 
introverted. He concluded that, while we are 
not arrogant enough to place the Weekly 
Worker on the same plane as Iskra, we recog¬ 
nise that the main task we face is exactly that 
set by Lenin’s paper - the forging of a single, 
revolutionary, working class party. 

During his talk on ‘The trade unions turn 
left’ Alan Stevens said union activists within 
the Party should be organised more effec¬ 
tively as revolutionaries by the Party centre: 
at present they are largely left to do their own 
thing. Leading FBU and SA militant Matt 
Wrack and Mark Serwotka, general secretary 
of the PCSU, were billed to speak in this ses¬ 
sion, but both were unable to attend and sent 
apologies. 

Comrade Stevens welcomed the recent left 
victories in union elections, and the moves to 
democratise the political fund within some 
unions. He criticised union broad left forma¬ 
tions which focus only on getting people 
elected to posts and motions passed at con¬ 
ferences, without involving the rank and file. 
He said most of the left tail the unions, con¬ 


fining themselves to supporting stmggles. In 
contrast, we need a revolutionary strategy for 
the trade unions, and a revolutionary style of 
work within them. 

Comrade Dave Osier spoke on the themes 
contained in his book Labour Party pic , 
which will be launched at the party’s confer¬ 
ence next month. His conclusion was that La¬ 
bour remains a bourgeois workers’ party, with 
the bourgeois pole having come to dominate 
to an unprecedented extent. It is not yet an 
outright capitalist party, although the process 
or its evolution in that direction seemed to him 
inevitable and irreversible. CPGB members 
disagreed with him on this, arguing that there 
are always many possible futures. Comrade 
Osier in turn disagreed with the CPGB on the 
nature of the necessary alternative to Labour. 
While he was in favour of the regroupment of 
the revolutionary left, he advocated a broad, 
SSP-style ‘party of recomposition’. 

The final session of the university was a 
debate on the attitude of socialists to New 
Labour - entitled ‘We’ll support you ever¬ 
more?’ - between Bob Pitt, editor of What 
Next?, Pete Firmin from Workers Action, and 
comrade Strom, chair of the London Socialist 
Alliance. Comrade Firmin insisted that the 
main site of stmggle for socialists remained 
the Labour Party itself. He stated that in the 
history of the world the formation of a revolu¬ 
tionary party has only ever come about as a 
result of a mass split from within social democ¬ 
racy, and argued that standing outside and 
recruiting ones and twos, as the Socialist Al¬ 
liance seeks to do, has never worked. Com¬ 
rade Strom pointed out that provoking a mass 
split from inside has never worked either. The 
point was that, while defeating Labourism was 
the central strategic question for our class, the 
specific way revolutionaries went about it was 
a question of tactics. Comrade Pitt, however, 
said that he worked in the Labour Party not to 
split it, but to win it to a socialist programme. 

Bob Pitt also opened the session on ‘The 
formation of the CPGB: premature or too late?’ 
He gave a brief outline of the Marxist groups 
which came together to form the CPGB under 
the influence of the Communist International, 
which, he said, played a positive role in Brit¬ 
ain - in contrast to Italy, for example, where it 
was disastrous. Comrade Pitt said the forma¬ 
tion of the CPGB in 1921 was a good thing, 
but the Party’s subsequent failure to affiliate 
to Labour was a mistake - in his view the early 
CPGB deliberately framed its approaches to 
the Labour leaders in a way that gave them 
no option but to reject CPGB affiliation. This 
year’s CU saw comrade Pitt take his accom¬ 
modation to Labourism to a new stage with 
his statement that it is unnecessary for revo¬ 
lutionaries to set up their own separate organi¬ 
sation apart from those to which the majority 
of class conscious workers give their alle¬ 
giance. 

Marxists always gain valuable insights into 
present problems by the study of history, and 
this was a feature of many of the sessions. 
For example, in the debate on Europe comrade 
Becker referred to the slogan of a ‘United 
States of Europe’ as it was developed and 
used by Marxists including Kautsky and Trot¬ 
sky. In the debate on Palestine, comrade 
Bridge used the historical analogy of Marx’s 
call for an independent Ireland in the 19th 
century to illustrate how Marxists, including 
Marx himself, recognise that temporary sepa¬ 
ration of peoples is sometimes the best way 
to bring them together in the long term. Com¬ 
rade Pitt’s session was one of five at the Uni¬ 
versity on specifically historical themes, all of 
which illuminated current issues. 

A1 Richardson spoke on ‘Class stmggle in 
the ancient world’. He examined two periods 
of civilisation in decline: that of the new king¬ 
dom in ancient Egypt, at the time of the 19th 
and 20th dynasties, and the decline of the Ro¬ 
man empire in the 3rd and 4th centuries. He 
drew some interesting parallels between 
events in these periods and the present era of 
decline of capitalism. 

Pitfalls in using words from the past with¬ 
out being clear about what you mean by 
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them now were highlighted by Ian Dono¬ 
van’s talk on The Paris Commune and the 
lessons for today’. The discussion after his 
opening uncovered differences among com¬ 
rades in their understanding of the nature of 
soviets and when it is correct to support dif¬ 
ferent types of councils of action and popu¬ 
lar assemblies. This has relevance today for 
our analysis of developments in Argentina, 
where popular assemblies have been formed 
in a situation of economic and political cri¬ 
sis. Some comrades argued that there is a 
revolutionary situation in Argentina and a 
session at Communist University should 
have been devoted to it. 

James Bull introduced an interesting ses¬ 
sion on student radicalism through history, 
starting as far back as the 12th century. He 
described the role of students in Russia in 
helping to bring Marxist theory into the work¬ 
ing class movement. Students played a simi¬ 
lar role in Iran in 1978-79. Comrade Bull went 
on to look at present-day Britain, where most 
students come from a working class back¬ 
ground. Unfortunately most socialist student 
groupings are little more than fronts for exist¬ 
ing left organisations and comrade Bull called 
for the setting up of Socialist Alliance student 
societies. 

John Bridge opened on ‘What is fascism? 
Is it on the march once again?’ He described 
in some detail the development and rise to 
power of Mussolini’s fascists, and the con¬ 
fused response of the Communist Interna¬ 
tional to this phenomenon. He reminded 
comrades of the way the capitalist class had 
re-invented its past after World War II - claim¬ 
ing it had always opposed fascism and been 
in favour of democracy. Some extreme right 
groups - most notably Le Pen’s Front National 
- prefer to harp back to the pre-war anti-Bol- 
shevik bourgeois consensus, but this does 
not mean that such groups are themselves 
fascist, comrade Bridge argued. He warned 
against devaluing the word by using it inac¬ 
curately to describe any rightwing or racist 
movement. 

As well as France, Europe in general and 
Palestine, the situation in Iran, the Middle East, 
and Scotland were debated at the university. 
Comrade Mehdi Kia spoke on ‘The reality of 
islamic fundamentalism in Iran’. He began by 
drawing comrades’ attention to the importance 
of oil in the region, and consequently the cru¬ 
cial role of oil workers in any class conflict. 
Comrade Kia described the continuing loss 
of authority by the islamic regime, and the 
forces opposing it. Unfortunately, the left is 
in a minority, smaller than the pro-US forces 
ranged against the islamic fundamentalists. 
The recent period has seen a proliferation of 
single-issue groups and non-government or¬ 
ganisations in Iran. Comrade Kia said it was 
necessary to try and link these up into a pow¬ 
erful force from below to rival those which the 
US in particular wants to foist on the people 
in opposition to the current regime. He 
thought the left in Iran could do well to follow 
the example of Rifondazione Comunista in 
relating to them without being dominant - 
“give them a voice, so that they can give the 
left a voice”. 

‘The political impasse in the Middle East’ 
was discussed by comrade Esen Uslu of the 
Communist Party of Turkey. He spoke about 
developments in Afghanistan, Pakistan, In¬ 
dia, Russia, Morocco, Algeria, Iran, Libya, 
Egypt, Iraq, Turkey and Syria, and ended with 
the crisis in Palestine and Israel. Rejecting a 
two-state solution, comrade Uslu concluded 
that we have the responsibility to exert what 
influence we can to encourage the formation 
of a united Communist Party of Israel and Pal¬ 
estine. 

As a member of both the Scottish Socialist 
Party and the CPGB, comrade Sarah McDon¬ 
ald introduced the session on ‘Scottish So¬ 
cialist Party: one step forward, one step back 
for socialist unity’. She said that the SSP in 
one sense constituted an advance in that it 
has demonstrated that it is possible to form a 
relatively open and democratic party from out 
of the Socialist Alliance movement. The SSP 
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was growing in membership and influence, 
but to develop real roots in the working class 
it will have to take Labour more seriously rather 
than simply calling on people to leave Blair’s 
party. The main problem, however, was that 
the current SSP leadership had jumped on the 
nationalist bandwagon, offering a reformist 
vision of socialism in one country and sepa¬ 
ratist organisation. In this sense it is an ob¬ 
stacle to working class unity against the UK 
state. 

Our Communist University seeks to apply 
the Marxist method of analysis to contempo¬ 
rary events and draw appropriate lessons from 
history. It has also included openings of a 
more theoretical nature. This year Michael 
Malkin discussed the question of ‘Human na¬ 
ture, can it ever change?’ He outlined theo¬ 
ries of human nature in the Judeo-christian 
and bourgeois traditions, and in the writings 
of Marx and Engels. Then the way the ideas 
of Marx and Engels have been suppressed 
and challenged in the history of ‘official com¬ 
munism’, and finally the normative role of the 


theory of human nature. By this he meant that 
our human nature produces in human beings 
material and social needs which can be fully 
satisfied only in a society in which alienation 
has been overcome and human nature can 
find its fullest and freest expression. When we 
recognise that this society can be realised by 
our efforts, it becomes a moral imperative for 
us. 

A welcome speaker for the past few years 
has been Hillel Ticktin, editor of Critique , who 
always challenges comrades with thought- 
provoking ideas on a range of issues. This 
year, in ‘Capitalism and the communist future’, 
he spoke of the increasing breakdown of clas¬ 
sical capitalist mechanisms and his confi¬ 
dence in the communist future, which was 
inevitable in the Marxist sense, he said. 

One of the more light-hearted sessions 
was the discussion on ‘Buffy the vampire 
slayer and fantasy television’, introduced by 
Clive Bradley of the AWL. He illustrated his 
talk with excerpts from the series and this 
was followed by a wide-ranging discussion 


on the role of art for socialists. 

In the evaluation of the university on the 
final day, comrades agreed that all the sessions 
had been interesting, and the week was a 
valuable experience, both for developing com¬ 
rades politically and theoretically, and as an 
opportunity to meet socially and get to know 
comrades from different parts of the country 
and the world. However, a disappointingly 
high number of CPGB members missed part 
or all of the university due to ‘work’ or other 
‘commitments’. 

Many of the openings given at the Com¬ 
munist University will be transcribed and 
published in the Weekly Worker. Others will 
be adapted by the speakers themselves into 
articles for the paper. Although nothing can 
match the experience of being there and par¬ 
ticipating in the discussion, comrades might 
want to listen to sessions they missed, or hear 
again sessions they found particularly inter¬ 
esting. Audio tape recordings will shortly be 
available • 

Mary Godwin 


Summer Offensive 2002 

Strengths and weaknesses were highlighted by this year’s campaign 


The final figures for the 
Communist Party Summer 
Offensive - our annual 
fundraising drive - are now in. 

In the months of June and 
July, our organisation raised 
just over £25,240. This is a 
fine achievement for us, and 
on behalf of the Provisional 
Central Committee I pass on 
congratulations to all com¬ 
rades who have participated 
in this year’s campaign, at 
whatever level. In particular, 
we would like to single out for 


special praise two comrades - 
Cameron Richards, who 
donated £1,000, and a young 
comrade, Mark Lusted, who 
was very inventive in raising 
his total of £730. These two 
comrades were presented 
with awards at a social to 
mark the end of the SO after 
the first day of our annual 
school, the Communist 
University. 

In a brief speech, comrade 
Jack Conrad noted the proud 
achievement of the organisa¬ 


tion collectively, but pointed 
to some important weak¬ 
nesses that this year’s 
Offensive has highlighted. 
The campaign had been a 
success, but was far too 
routine for most comrades: 
“With more imagination and 
determination, we could be 
raising sums more of the 
order of £50,000 now,” he 
suggested. 

This lays down an important 
benchmark for next year’s 
campaign. Such a leap 


forward for the SO would be a 
real political gain for our 
organisation. It would require 
a more serious approach to 
the tasks of building and 
consolidating our national 
infrastructure and the 
continued growth of our 
group. 

Clearly, such a leap forward 
is possible for us. This year’s 
SO should fill us with confi¬ 
dence as we face up to those 
ambitious tasks • 

Mark Fischer 
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The fight 

for unity 
in action 

Mark Fischer opened an important 
discussion on democratic centralism at 
this year’s Communist University. This 
is an edited version of his speech 


G iven some of the debates on the 
Socialist Alliance’s internal e-list 
as well as discussions that have 
arisen in the CPGB internally, we 
thought it useful to include a session 
on democratic centralism at this year’s 
school. We see potential differences 
within our ranks on this question, so we 
need to explore it. Although these may 
still be embryonic, it is very much part 
of our tradition that such differences are 
openly addressed even at such an early 
stage. 

The controversy revolves around 
two concrete questions. 

First, Dave Parks of Exeter SA has 
floated the idea on the SA e-list of con¬ 
stituent organisations allowing their 
members a “free vote” at the forthcom¬ 
ing SA conference on the euro (see 
Weekly Worker August 1). He sug¬ 
gested that this would advance the 
struggle for what he termed “partyism” 
in the alliance. It would be a blow against 
the bureaucratic centralist regimes that 
characterise “the sects” - a catch-all 
phrase to cover all organised groups in 
the SA, including our own. 

Disappointingly, this idea has re¬ 
ceived some support from comrades in 
our own ranks. Manchester branch of 
the Party passed a resolution calling on 
the Provisional Central Committee to 
allow CPGB members a free vote at this 



event. 

Second, we have had a brief discus¬ 
sion internally around the attitude of 
various comrades to actions we have 
organised. Concretely, one comrade ex¬ 
plained on a CPGB list why he person¬ 
ally did not participate in a Party 
intervention on a Palestinian demon¬ 
stration on May 18. The comrade appar¬ 
ently felt it was unprincipled of the 
organisation to even be there, as the 
demonstration was tainted by one of the 
main organisers - the Muslim Associa¬ 
tion of Britain. He suggested that the 
CPGB would be associated with funda¬ 
mentalism and thus he - individually - 
boycotted the action. 

In the course of that discussion, he 
appeared to have received support from 
a leading Manchester comrade, John 
Pearson, who seemed to suggest that 
democratic centralism entailed the duty 
of any minority not to “disrupt” con¬ 
crete actions agreed by the Party major¬ 
ity. Comrade Pearson subsequently 
pointed out that the particular action 
had been “optional” for comrades out¬ 
side London - a formulation used in the 
internal organising material for the 
day. 

It is useful that this question 
appears now. A frank debate on 
democratic centralism at this 
year’s school will be extremely 
educational, particularly for 
newer comrades. Like other or¬ 
ganisations on the left, our 
Party has undergone a 
modest growth over 
the past few 
years. It is vital 
that both 
newer com¬ 
rades in 
and 
around 



our ranks as well as older cadre are ab¬ 
solutely clear on what our discipline en¬ 
tails. The vital nature of our fight for 
democratic centralism is something that 
all comrades must understand and ac¬ 
tively embrace. 

So let us be clear. There are absolutely 
no Party actions that are politically op¬ 
tional for our members. Interventions are 
occasionally geographically specific - 
on the Palestinian march in question it 
was felt that London comrades could 
handle the work so members from other 
parts of the country were given the op¬ 
tion of non-attendance for logistical 
reasons. There can be no provision in 
our understanding of democratic cen¬ 
tralism for the option of politically boy¬ 
cotting party actions. 

What then is this democratic central¬ 
ism that so many people seem to take 
exception to? 

First, it is vital to emphasise that it is 
not a ‘finished’, rigidly codified set of 
rules or a structural blueprint defining 
relations between higher and lower bod¬ 
ies in the Party, the rights and duties of 
individual members, and so on. We have 
always emphasised its living, dialecti¬ 
cal relationship to the concrete reality 
of the Party and its work. Thus we have 
disagreed with those both within our 
ranks and outside who have suggested 
that at certain stages democratic central¬ 
ism can be suspended - under condi¬ 
tions of police repression, for example. 

In fact, the two poles of democracy 
and centralism are in a constant state of 
change. Circumstances condition what 
form democratic centralism takes. But its 
essence is always present, whether in¬ 
ternal Party elections have to be sus¬ 
pended, whether the organisation has 
been able to organise regular confer¬ 
ences and congresses, etc. Democratic 
centralism is the ongoing stmggle to win 
and defend unity around a revolution¬ 
ary programme. 

A formalistic approach guts this un¬ 
derstanding and is positively danger¬ 
ous to the healthy development of the 
organisation. It fails to see what democ¬ 
racy and centralism actually are in a 
revolutionary party. Thus, it is clearly 
the case that under conditions of, say, 
dictatorship or police repression the 
formal aspects of democracy can wither 
or be consciously suspended. 

However, that is not a suspension of 
democratic centralism. It is democratic 
centralism manifest in a particular form 
- where centralism predominates over 
the functioning of formal inner-party de¬ 
mocracy. The essence of party democ¬ 
racy for us is freedom of discussion. As 
long as there is openness in the realm 
of debate, polemic and a continued 
struggle between contending ideas , 
then the essence of democracy remains. 
This transparency characterised the 
Bolsheviks at their best - even under the 
most severe conditions of tsarist repres¬ 
sion. 

I will outline a textbook example of 
what I understand democratic central¬ 
ism to be. If our organisation decided 
to organise a picket of, for instance, the 
Iranian embassy, we would openly dis¬ 
cuss our slogans beforehand. If there 
were dissent in our ranks, it would have 
the right to be expressed in front of the 
informed political public and advanced 
layers of the class itself. Comrades 
would be able to publicly criticise the 
views of other Party trends in public 
meetings (of our own and others 
groups), on non-Party discussion lists, 
in their own factional publications and 
so on. Such criticism should be sharp, 
but loyal - although that is a cultural 
question rather than one of Party stat¬ 
ute. 

At a certain point, a vote will be taken 
and the majority will decide. In the case 
of the example I am laying out here, it 
would not be a problem if the discus¬ 
sion continued after the vote was taken, 
right up to the morning of the picket it¬ 
self. On the action, all Party members - 
minority as well as majority - have the 
duty to participate, to hold the banners 
emblazoned with the democratically 


agreed slogans, to give out the leaflets 
and lustily shout the slogans (miming 
is not good enough). 

Of course, the human culture of the 
Party should preclude torturing such 
a minority. In general, it would not be 
healthy thing to go out of our way to 
compel members of this minority to take 
a lead in the action, to be forced to mouth 
the words of majority against their own 
sincerely held opinions in, for example, 
an interview with the press. However, 
the minority is present on the action and 
takes a full part alongside the comrades 
of the majority on the basis of the demo¬ 
cratically agreed slogans of the Party. 

Five minutes after the action is com¬ 
plete, the dissenters have the right to 
raise their differences once more in 
whatever format they see fit - around a 
pub table, on the internet, in leaflet form 
or whatever. 

I think it is important to draw a very 
sharp distinction between that under¬ 
standing of unity in action and ‘not dis¬ 
rupting’ a Party initiative. To understand 
this properly, we have to first grasp the 
concept of a ‘Party action’. Let us look 
at the Palestinian demonstration that 
caused some of our comrades such 
grief. This clearly does not fit the model 
application of democratic centralism I 
have just conjured up. 

We did not decide at some Party ag¬ 
gregate or conference that we would go 
on this march. We did not collectively 
discuss and agree the slogans of the 
paper or the text of our leaflet for the day. 
The leadership did. Therefore, was it an 
action of the PCC rather than the Party 
as a whole? 

It is part of our tradition as commu¬ 
nists that between authoritative gath¬ 
erings of the membership, the PCC - as 
an elected leadership of the collective - 
represents the whole. This leading com¬ 
mittee hardly floats above the Party, 
separate from it and the ideas and con¬ 
troversies that animate its ranks. The 
general ‘line’ that the PCC as a working 
leadership team pursues has been de¬ 
bated, collectively modified and fought 
for over a period of years. Generally in 
the Party, it is a trusted leadership. 
Tmsted not simply to embody some dull 
aggregate of the views of the organisa¬ 
tion as a whole, but also to be in the 
vanguard of the group in terms of ideas 
and initiatives. 

Thus it can sometimes be in advance 
of the views of the Party. But in general, 
the politics it and its individual members 
defend and fight for reflects the major¬ 
ity that it as a leadership has fought for 
and won. Therefore, it has the right and 
the duty to speak and act on behalf of 
the Party as a whole between authori¬ 
tative meetings of the Party member¬ 
ship. The alternative would be 
anarcho-impotence. 

That PCC ‘line’ must be open to chal¬ 
lenge, of course. But the question is 
how? It is perfectly principled for com¬ 
munists to organise a disciplined rebel¬ 
lion against an opportunist leadership - 
that, after all, was the origins of this 
group. Comrades around The Leninist 
did just that in the CPGB in the 1980s. 
But even then - under that rotten lead¬ 
ership - we acted as disciplined commu¬ 
nists. We were sharply critical of other 
left oppositionalist forces in the CPGB 
who boycotted Party work or withheld 
Party funds. In effect, we accused them 
of boycotting the Party itself. 

Such ‘boycottism’ is a species of an¬ 
archism. It puts the part before the 
whole. In the case of the Party’s 
oppositionists of yesteryear, it put their 
own particular factional interests before 
the interests of the CPGB. In the case of 
comrades who stay away from Party 
actions to avoid ‘disrupting’ it, it is ac¬ 
tually anarchism on a lower level. It puts 
the concerns of the sovereign indi¬ 
vidual before that of the collective. 

It does this in two ways. First, it de¬ 
nies the authority of the PCC to act on 
behalf of the whole. Second, it is rebels 
not in a disciplined, communist manner. 
It seems to me more about protecting 
the individual revolutionary propriety 
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of some comrades, less about the col¬ 
lective fight to develop our organisation 
on the basis of correct politics. It is a 
fundamentally anti-democratic ap¬ 
proach - it effectively denies the right 
of the majority to act on behalf of the 
organisation as a whole. 

Take this example. Say we had a par¬ 
liamentary fraction, a section of the party 
that history tells us almost invariably 
stands to the right of the organisation. 
How would we exercise control over 
this section of the Party? If we agreed 
on an action, would it be enough for our 
MPs not to actively disrupt the Party’s 
work, not to stand up in parliament and 
make a speech against supporting the 
Party’s initiative? Hardly. If we allowed 
that, we would not be talking about a 
Communist Party any more. We would 
not be talking about a combat organi¬ 
sation of our class. 

We would be a debating club. We 
could have jolly interesting discus¬ 
sions, but essentially we have a platonic 
attitude to them. Any votes we might 
take in aggregates or conferences would 
be purely indicative: they would have 
no binding authority on an individual 
in the Party. 

Zinoviev and Kamenev obviously 
had some rather important differences 
with the majority of the leadership of the 
Party over the insurrection in 1917. They 
disagreed with it. They took the culture 
of openness of the Party beyond ac¬ 
ceptable limits and actually revealed 
concrete details of the plan for revolu¬ 
tion - an act of “strike-breaking” that 
prompted Lenin to demand their expul¬ 
sion from the party (the party disagreed). 
However, despite their profound disa¬ 
greement with the course the party was 
set on, they decided to place them¬ 
selves “at the disposal” of the organi¬ 
sation. They did not sit at home on the 
day twiddling their thumbs while not 
‘disrupting’ the revolution. They united 
for action with the majority. 

Of course, the CPGB has used the for¬ 
mulation of ‘not disrupting’ an agreed 
action as a criterion for membership of 
an organisation. But not our organisa¬ 
tion: it was the Socialist Alliance. We 
proposed this to strengthen the whole 
and counter the active sabotage of ac¬ 
tions by the Socialist Party. This sect 
was undermining the work of the alli¬ 
ance by standing against our candi¬ 
dates and so on. That halfway house 
formulation was a perfectly principled 
thing to put forward within the SA. But 
to degrade our discipline as a commu¬ 
nist collective to that would be a monu¬ 
mental error. 

One last point before moving on. Our 
unity in agreed actions of the Party is 
actually part of the process of the clari¬ 
fication of our politics. As communists, 
we do not conceive of our ideas and our 
activities being in two separate boxes. 
Uniting our forces for action performs 
an essential educative process. It pro¬ 
vides direct living experience to sub¬ 
stantiate the arguments of the majority 
or the minority. It moves the debate 
from the realms of the abstract to the 
concrete and allows more profound les¬ 
sons to be drawn, more precise polemi¬ 
cal points to be made. 

Here is a fairly simple example. I ar¬ 
gued at a London SA level against the 
slogan of ‘Asylum-seekers are wel¬ 
come here’ - comrades are familiar with 
my views on this question. I lost. I sub¬ 
sequently worked with SWPers and 
others to canvass in local elections and 
observed the antagonistic response the 
slogan actually met on the doorstep and 
the way SWPers quickly dropped it in 
practice. This verified and reinforced 
my original objections to the slogan and 
has provided more polemical ammuni¬ 
tion to attack it. It helped in the struggle 
for political clarity. The same holds tme 
- on a much higher level, of course - for 
the united activity of a communist or¬ 
ganisation such as our own. 

If there was a culture of open debate 
and polemic in the SA, this slogan 
should now be returned to and debated 
through once more in an honest man¬ 


ner. There is no such culture in the SA 
because there is no such culture in the 
SWP, of course. Thus this lack of de¬ 
mocracy actually undermines the 
SWP’s ability to centralise its activities. 
As I have made clear, rank and file SWP 
canvassers quietly boycotted their own 
slogan when practice made clear to them 
that it was useless. This means that the 
organisation as a whole cannot learn 
lessons, cannot correct false perspec¬ 
tives, cannot genuinely centralise its 
activities. Like many groups on the Brit¬ 
ish left, the SWP therefore is less that 
the sum of its individual parts - an ex¬ 
traordinary achievement for a revolu¬ 
tionary organisation. 

Genuine democratic centralism makes 
us more than the sum of our individual 
parts. Other comrades in the SA have 
commented on the fact that the CPGB 
has been able to ‘punch above its 
weight’ within the alliance. Our influ¬ 
ence and standing have been dispropor¬ 
tionately large compared to our 
numerical strength. In fact, our ability to 
centralise our activities accounts for 
this. And our ability to centralise has 
been a function of our open and demo¬ 
cratic political culture - the two are or¬ 
ganically inseparable. 

It is in that context we should look at 
the idea of a ‘free vote’ at the forthcom¬ 
ing SA conference on the euro. There 
are four key reasons why I find it objec¬ 
tionable. 

Firstly, what motivates the call from 
the point of view of even the better in¬ 
dependents in the alliance is an impa¬ 
tience born of impotence. The 
independents have no political coher¬ 
ence, no chance of affecting the course 
of events without the patronage of one 
or another of the groups. In response 
to this situation, Dave Parks’ slogan is 
essentially ‘Abolish the sects!’ Dishon¬ 
estly, the approach of the CPGB to po¬ 
litical work is lumped in with “the sects”. 

In contrast, far from demanding in a 
semi-anarchist way the abolition of the 
existing groups, communists have the 
view that there is a necessary process 
of struggle between the organised 
groups in the alliance that will culminate 
in the withering away of the groups as 
presently constituted. They are part of 
the problem , but also important parts of 
the solution. They must be overcome 
through political struggle between or¬ 
ganised groups because they represent 
parts of a fractured vanguard on the 
contemporary left political scene. 

In contrast to comrade Parks’s sug¬ 
gestion that ‘partyism’ would be best 
served by the groups agreeing to liqui¬ 
date themselves for the euro confer¬ 
ence, the form that struggle actually 
takes is the struggle for political he¬ 
gemony between the organised groups. 
Individual independents - by definition 
they can only be individuals - are irrel¬ 
evant to that process when they are not 
actually obstructing it. Our real task is 
to develop our capacity to intervene as 
a democratically centralised group in 
this process. It is not to reduce us to 
the level of the floundering independ¬ 
ents. 

Second, the call smacks of moralism. 
We want the constituent organisations 
of S A to take on our democracy, our un¬ 
derstanding of centralism, our party cul¬ 
ture and in the process to take these 
elements to a higher level. Our culture 
needs to be generalised. At a vital mo¬ 
ment for the future political development 
of the alliance, how would liquidating 
our discipline help that? The implication 
seems to be that we would gain some 
moral superiority or moral kudos. It 
would be exemplary, in that we would 
be acting as if the SA were an open, 
democratic and principled party already. 

In fact, the exemplary role the CPGB 
must play in the alliance is what we do 
now, in the concrete political circum¬ 
stances that face us. That is - open dis¬ 
cussion and debate, then disciplined 
unity in action. That is the future we are 
fighting for, that is what we are able to 
show people in the here and now. De¬ 
spite the openly expressed differences 


in the ranks of this communist collec¬ 
tive, we are able to unite for action and 
be highly effective in the political battle 
for the heart and soul of the alliance. 

Third, and as I have mentioned, it is 
dishonest. No differences are delineated 
between “the sects”. The CPGB is in 
with the SWP, Workers Power and oth¬ 
ers who operate bureaucratic regimes to 
one extent or another. I ask these com¬ 
rades - can they imagine a debate like 
this one being openly staged in an SWP 
public forum? Can they imagine it be¬ 
ing openly reported with the chance for 
comrades criticised to then reply in the 
pages of Socialist Worker ? The dis¬ 
honest amalgam of the internal regimes 
of all the “sects” into one bureaucratic 
lump may serve the narrow, individual¬ 
istic concerns of the so-called ‘inde¬ 
pendents’ - it tells us nothing about the 
reality of today’s SA, however. 

Thus the call for a ‘free vote’ is actu¬ 
ally a demand to liquidate genuine 
democratic centralism, even in its cur¬ 
rent embryonic form as embodied in the 
CPGB - in the face of bureaucratic cen¬ 
tralism, that is to disarm us. This would 
be to degrade the conscious element of 
the fight in the S A for a party and genu¬ 
ine democratic centralism to the atom¬ 
ised, ineffectual level of the independ¬ 
ents. Why should we declare a form of 
pious solidarity with their impotence? 
In effect, it would pander to the petty 
individualism of this layer in the same 
way the SWP has. 

Just a small aside on this question of 
the independents. I see a process of dif¬ 
ferentiation in this small group. One 
group have clearly become creatures of 
the SWP. Comrades like Nick Wrack, Liz 
Davies or Will McMahon are to all in¬ 
tents and purposes fellow travellers. 
They have gravitated towards some¬ 
thing that appears powerful. 

By the same token, a small group of 
independents have moved into the or¬ 
bit of our own organisation - another 
strong pole of attraction in the SA. 
There is a certain process of polarisa¬ 
tion. I do not want to over-emphasise 
this, as we are dealing with very small 
numbers here and for the most part it is 
a layer characterised by lack of serious¬ 
ness. But it is tme. 

And - unlike the SWP - we have not 
attracted the independents by flattering 
them and their weaknesses. Far from it. 
We have not done so by acting like 
them via ‘free votes’ on important is¬ 
sues: we have started to win the argu¬ 
ment with some of them to over the need 
to for them to act like us. 

The fourth reason for my opposition 
to the call for a ‘free vote’ is its formal¬ 
ism. Comrade Parks correctly argues for 
an SA party. From this, he foolishly im¬ 
plies that for the S A to become such an 
organisation, important sections of it 
must start acting like a party now. We 
faced similar arguments almost a dec¬ 
ade ago from a small clot of comrades 
who expressed an impatient haughti¬ 
ness with our level of development. 
Comrade Jack Conrad dissected their 
arguments and used an interesting anal¬ 
ogy: 

“[For these comrades] democratic 
centralism is ... a chicken and egg situ¬ 
ation, but the paradox entirely passes 
[them] by. Instead of understand things 
in their real movement they want to de¬ 
fine them as being one category or an¬ 
other. Only chickens lay eggs, they say 
to themselves. So for the egg to become 
a chicken it must behave like a fully 
grown chicken now ... We have to rec¬ 
ognise what we are and what our mate¬ 
rial constraints are ... For the moment 
the shell is not a hindrance: it is a ne¬ 
cessity without which we could not ex¬ 
ist” (J Conrad Problems of communist 
organisation London 1993, p27). 

Similarly today, if we broke out of the 
“shell” of the CPGB and acted as if the 
S A party we are fighting for already ex¬ 
ists, we simply would not survive. Yes, 
at a certain point that ‘shell’ becomes a 
hindrance. But to crack it prematurely 
means the death of the organism. What 
a gift that would be to the genuine sec¬ 


tarians in the alliance! 

In conclusion, I want to make some 
general points on democratic centralism, 
anarchism and our organisation as it ex¬ 
ists today. 

It is a general characteristic of oppor¬ 
tunism that it proceeds from the bottom 
up. It upholds the rights of parts against 
the whole - either in the form of 
branches, regions, trends, factions or 
even sovereign individuals against the 
majority. Carried through to a logical 
conclusion, it denies authority alto¬ 
gether. In results in anarchism, in other 
words. 

We can see this more clearly if we 
widen the discussion a little and look at 
the organising principle of socialist so¬ 
ciety itself, not simply that of a Commu¬ 
nist Party. In contrast to what some 
comrades have written on the SA list - 
including members of SWP who have 
joined in on the ‘free vote’ debate - we 
want democratic centralism in society 
and the economy after the victory of the 
working class. 

Discussions in a workers’ state will 
produce minorities and majorities. Do 
the majorities not have a right to de¬ 
cide! Even an intelligent anarchist such 
as Murray Bookchin concedes this prin¬ 
ciple in a useful polemic against “life¬ 
style anarchists” who suggest that “the 
majority has no more right to dictate to 
the minority, even a minority of one , 
than the minority to the majority” (cited 
in Social anarchism or life-style anar¬ 
chism: an unbridgeable chasm Edin¬ 
burgh 1995, pl7 - emphasis added). 

In this, Bookchin sides with Marx - 
which is probably intensely uncomfort¬ 
able for him. In preparatory notes for the 
third volume of Capital , Marx writes: 
“The labour of supervision and man¬ 
agement is naturally required wherever 
the direct process of production as¬ 
sumes the form of a combined social 
process, and not of the isolated labour 
of independent producers ... all labour 
in which many individuals cooperate 
necessarily requires a commanding will 
to coordinate and unify the process ... 
much as that of an orchestra conduc¬ 
tor. This is a productive job, which must 
be performed in every combined mode 
of production” (K Marx Capital Vol 3, 
p376). 

So, according to Marx, authority - a 
“commanding will” - is a prerequisite of 
any society characterised by a “com¬ 
bined mode of production”. This applies 
to socialism just as much as to capital¬ 
ism: “In a cooperative factory the an¬ 
tagonistic nature of supervision 
disappears, because the manager is 
paid by the labourers instead of repre¬ 
senting capital counterposed to them” 
(ibid p380). 

As Hal Draper comments, a produc¬ 
tive unit under socialism, where the 
workers directly employ their supervi¬ 
sor, is only one form of democratic ar¬ 
rangement that can be envisaged. 
However, the key point is that Marxism 
understands that a socialist society 
must have the authority to centralise the 
decisions it takes about key questions 
such as the direction of the economy 
and so on. However, under socialism 
there has been a “qualitative change in 
the social relations behind the form in 
which that authority is being wielded” 
in contrast to how authority is deployed 
under capitalism (Karl Marx’s theory of 
revolution: critique of other socialisms 
Vol 4, New York 1990, pl35). Authority 
has been democratised, brought under 
the conscious control of the majority of 
society. In other words, it is democratic 
centralism. 

Thus a minority would have the op¬ 
portunity at every stage to argue 
against the opinions and decisions of 
the majority. What it would never have 
the right to do is the actively disrupt 
those decisions, to deploy the re¬ 
sources of society to ends that had been 
democratically rejected by the majority. 
In that sense, the minority consciously 
subordinates itself to the authority of 
the majority. Tanks can never achieve 
this: it requires a thoroughgoing democ¬ 


racy, the fullest opportunities for that 
minority to argue its way into becom¬ 
ing a majority. Nevertheless, at the end 
of the day the authority of that fluid 
majority must be the organising princi¬ 
ple of socialism. 

The mainstream anarchist alternative 
is pretty bleak. In a world where the 
societal authority of the majority over 
the minority ceases, not only is democ¬ 
racy impossible; any form of organisa¬ 
tion at all is impossible - at least, any form 
of democratic organisation. The con¬ 
sequences of this for a post-revolution 
society would be barbaric. As Hal 
Draper ironically comments, “Perhaps 
the most rational anarchist response [to 
the question of how a society will be mn 
without ‘authority’ or the democratic 
rule of the majority] is to advocate the 
break-up of modem society into atom¬ 
ised fragments on the land, with no in¬ 
terrelations between them ...” (pl37). 

In tmth, those comrades in organisa¬ 
tions such as the SWP who reject the 
concept of democratic centralism for a 
workers’ society illustrate only their 
own degenerate, deeply flawed under¬ 
standing of the concept. In their own 
way, they are the flipside of the inde¬ 
pendents such as Dave Parks and Dave 
Osier, who ostentatiously reject demo¬ 
cratic centralism in the here and now as 
an organising principle for revolution¬ 
ary organisations. Essentially, they are 
telling such independents, ‘Yes, we 
agree with you. Democratic centralism 
is horrible and bureaucratic and vile - 
after all, look at the way we mn things 
in our own organisation. But we have 
to drive out barbarism tomorrow by 
being a little bit barbaric today. Still, 
don’t worry. The socialist utopia won’t 
be like that - there’ll be no horrid demo¬ 
cratic centralism then! Just happy, smil¬ 
ing people and lots of terribly interesting 
debates.’ 

In truth, neither side have any con¬ 
ception of what genuine democratic 
centralism actually is. In the case of 
those comrades organised into one or 
other of the SA sects who reject demo¬ 
cratic centralism as the organising prin¬ 
ciple of a workers’ society, they divorce 
the end of socialism from methods we 
employ today to get to it. Socialism thus 
becomes an abstraction - literally a uto¬ 
pia in the sense of being a ‘nowhere’ - 
instead of something whose contours 
we fashion in the contemporary strug¬ 
gle. 

Democratic centralism in our own or¬ 
ganisation is at a primitive level because 
that is where we are as a group. The de¬ 
bates and controversies that will ani¬ 
mate a genuine party with real roots in 
the class will be that much more com¬ 
plex, that much more rich. Consequently, 
the lessons such a weighty organisa¬ 
tion will be able to draw are that much 
more profound. Yes, we have a culture 
of openness in the CPGB - which is 
good. However, our general standards 
of debate and polemical exchange are 
still appallingly low at all levels of the 
Party. We see a generalised passivity in 
the struggle to develop the ideas of the 
collective. 

Our centralism, our ability to put our 
ideas into action, suffers as a result of 
that sad fact. Just look at the unrealised 
potential we saw in this year’s Summer 
Offensive, to cite just one example. 

So the task that actually confronts us 
as a communist trend is to develop our 
democratic centralism to a higher level, 
not to go into a key battle in the Social¬ 
ist Alliance and abandon it in the face 
of the much larger forces of bureaucratic 
centralism arrayed against us at the euro 
conference in October. We are the most 
conscious element of the fight for a 
genuine, principled SA party. The form 
that fight takes at present is the strug¬ 
gle between organised groups. 

To voluntarily liquidate this group 
above all others would be a gift to the 
sectarians. A profound mistake that we 
might never recover from and one which 
would ensure that the SA project could 
never develop into a revolutionary 
party • 
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OUR HISTORY _ 

First British Marxist 


David Black of the London Corresponding Committee 
describes the role and work of Helen Macfarlane, the 
translator of the Communist manifesto 


ILLUSTRATED 

ishhook ra:w i . 



Chartist demonstration: the masses in movement 


H elen Macfarlane was part of a 
‘red’ tendency that emerged 
within Chartism in the aftermath 
of the defeats of 1848. The then undis¬ 
puted leader, Feargus O’Connor MP, 
wanted to maintain the Chartist alliance 
with the radical liberals and promote his 
doomed ‘back to the land’ scheme. But 
opposition came from the Chartist left 
wing, led by George Julian Harney and 
Ernst Jones of the Society of Fraternal 
Democrats. With Jones in prison on se¬ 
dition charges, Harney resigned as edi¬ 
tor in chief of O’Connor’s Northern Star 
in order to campaign for an independent 
working class movement, with an inter¬ 
nationalist perspective and an avowedly 
“communist” press. 

Helen Macfarlane was radicalised dur¬ 
ing her stay in Vienna during the 1848 
revolution. On returning to England, she 
moved to Burnley and made contact with 
the Fraternal Democrats and with Fred¬ 
erick Engels, who was by then resident 
in nearby Manchester. Marx and Engels 
assigned Macfarlane to do an English 
translation of the Communist manifesto, 
which Harney planned to publish. 

Macfarlane’s first published journal¬ 
ism, a lengthy critique of Thomas Carlyle, 
was serialised in Harney’s new monthly 
journal, the Democratic Review, in April- 
June 1850. Carlyle had supported the 
1834 Poor Law Amendment Act - passed 
to force the unemployed into the work- 
houses - as a measure to ‘encourage’ the 
‘surplus population’ of ‘paupers’ to 
emigrate. Carlyle, however - whose ideas 
were attacked in the Communist mani¬ 
festo under the heading of ‘Feudal social¬ 
ism’ - invoked the spirit of 1066 and the 
“mail-clad Norman barbarians” (as 
Macfarlane called them) rather than the 
Victorian apostles of political economy. 
Carlyle called for “an immense volunteer 
police force, stationed everywhere, 
united, disciplined, feudally regimented, 
read for action; strong Teutonic men ...” 
When he published a broadside against 
‘red republicanism’, Macfarlane re¬ 
sponded: 

“I am free to confess that for me the 
most joyful of all spectacles possible in 
these times is the one which Mr Carlyle 
laments; one which I enjoyed extremely 
at Vienna, in March 1848: ie, ‘an univer¬ 
sal tumbling of impostors...’ Ca ira\ And 
how do men come to perceive that the 
old social forms are worn out and use¬ 
less? By the advent of a new idea ... Mr 
Carlyle qualifies red republicanism ... by 
the epithet - ‘mere inarticulate bellowing’ 

... Red republicanism is just about one 
of the most inarticulate, plain speaking 
voices in the whole of universal history.” 

Philosophy and 
revolution 

Macfarlane’s notion of “universal his¬ 
tory” came from the German idealist phi¬ 
losophers. She saw history as a process 
by which the human mind overcomes 
obstacles to freedom. The “idea of per¬ 
fect liberty, of equality and fraternity - the 
divine idea of love” had, she claimed, 
originated with the early Christians, then 
been carried forward by the Lollards and 
other heretics of the middle ages, the 
martyrs of the reformation and the 
philosophes of the enlightenment, until 
it came “bursting forth from under the 
accumulated mbbish of ages, like waters 
of life”, when the sans-culottes of 1789 
took it onto the streets of Paris. The in¬ 
vestigation of the philosophers into “the 
nature of man” was “terminated by 
Hegel, the last and greatest... As Hegel 
expresses it, ‘Freedom is a necessary el¬ 
ement in the conception, man’... The next 
step in the history of this idea, will be its 
practical realisation.” 

Like Marx, Macfarlane was influenced 
by the great French revolutionary, 


Auguste Blanqui, as well as Hegel. Af¬ 
ter 1848, Blanqui broke with the petty 
bourgeois notion of democracy as a for¬ 
mal structure for creating a static “equi¬ 
librium” based on “fraternity between the 
classes”. For Blanqui, democracy was a 
historical process with an eye to both 
past and future. To mean anything it had 
to become socialism , otherwise the op¬ 
pressors would use it to restore and pre¬ 
serve power for themselves. Likewise, for 
Macfarlane, revolution meant “the total 
destmction of the past... because exist¬ 
ing social forms leave no room for the 
evolution of the democratic idea.” 

Even her most agitational journalism - 
for Harney’s new weekly paper, the Red 
Republican (under the male nom de 
guerre ‘Howard Morton’) - was perme¬ 
ated by ‘proletarian Hegelianism’. This 
is well illustrated by an article she wrote 
on the visit to London in 1850 by field 
marshal Haynau, the Austrian war crimi¬ 
nal, infamous for his atrocities in Hungary 
following the 1848 revolution. During a 
visit to a brewery on Bankside, demo¬ 
cratic workers attempted to drown him 
in a barrel of beer, then chased him across 
the river to Westminster. 

When the liberal press complained of 
the ‘lawlessness’ of the action, 
Macfarlane responded: “A hoary-headed 
old ruffian orders women to be stripped 
naked and flogged till nearly dead by a 
set of savage soldiers ... Of what terrible 
revolting crime had these unhappy 
women been guilty? They had aided their 
husbands, their fathers, their brothers, in 
the Hungarian and Italian insurrections 
... Had I been present... I should certainly 
have dissuaded the mob from using vio¬ 
lence: that is, from actually laying hands 
on him. I would have said, brothers, your 


hands are hardened and blackened with 
honourable toil.. Take mops and brooms, 
sweep him out as you do other kinds of 
filth. Like to like. Filth to filth. Haynau to 
the common sewer!” 

But, having delivered this punch line, 
Macfarlane asserted the power of rea¬ 
son: “... the events of the last two years 
have done more to enlighten the people 
on their true position than centuries of 
preaching. Universal history is the best 
‘enlightener’. Its lessons, you see, have 
reached even coal heavers, draymen and 
costermongers - about whose humanity, 
the readers of an ‘enlightened press con¬ 
ducted by able editors’, have entertained 
doubts. Yet they are men, and thinking 
men too.” 

Revolution unity 

Helen Macfarlane’s revolutionary polem¬ 
ics used a ‘method’ similar to Hegel in 
his philosophic discourses. She looked 
for common ground with those she is 
debating with and ‘gets inside’ their con¬ 
cepts in order to move them forward ‘dia¬ 
lectically’ towards a new unity of 
principles. 

In a Red Republican article in August 
1850, she challenged the Owenite ‘so¬ 
cial reformers’ on the question of 
‘rights’. Macfarlane argued that posing 
the question of any ‘right’ cannot ig¬ 
nore the reality of a society which “does 
not give me the power of exercising it”; 
and she suggested that if all tendencies 
agreed that “soil and capital are collec¬ 
tive property” and “that these instru¬ 
ments of labour being common to all, 
should be used to the benefit of all... on 
the principles of association and univer¬ 
sal solidarity”, then “many important 
consequences” were “derivable from 


these two fundamental propositions”. 
Then, applying Marx’s proviso in the 
Communist manifesto that measures 
“will, of course, be different in different 
countries”, Macfarlane called for, “for 
example”: free and compulsory educa¬ 
tion, equal rights for all in the justice 
system, state support for the old and 
sick (“not as a charity ... but as a right”), 
nationalisation of banking and “gratui¬ 
tous national credit”. 

In calling for the “centralisation” of the 
various radical tendencies, she pointed 
out that the Owenites had never been 
able to put any of their social theories into 


Ordinarily, this column highlights 
the generosity of readers who sup¬ 
port their paper through the medium 
of cheque/PO, stamp and envelope. 

However, an equally valuable con¬ 
tribution is made by those who have 
taken out a standing order. The regu¬ 
lar gifts of comrades like MM (£60), 
DO (£50) and RW (£10), who all con¬ 
tribute monthly, become even more 
important when, as has most defi¬ 
nitely been the case in recent times, 
my post bag is a little on the light 
side. 

We ended July once again in the 
red, hoping to make up the shortfall 


practice because they had shied away 
from “the battle between the classes 
composing society [that] must be fought 
out first”. 

She suggested: “If the organisations 
would fuse into one, with one individual 
centre of democratic action, a double 
movement might be carried on: viz, a cru¬ 
sade for the Charter as a merely political 
reform, and a veritable revolutionary and 
social propaganda ; and that too with¬ 
out distracting the attention of the peo¬ 
ple by the claims of so many democratic 
societies.” 

In Macfarlane’s view then, theory had 
to be more than just a parade of theories 
- as in shopping parade, offering the ‘ism’ 
that ‘suits you best’. Macfarlane de¬ 
manded organisational responsibility 
from theoreticians: that they make them¬ 
selves useful “without distracting the 
attention of the people” from the practi¬ 
cal issues, and provide, as Marx claimed 
of the Manifesto, “critical insight into 
the conditions, the course, and the gen¬ 
eral results of real social movement ”. 

The regroupment of the left in the early 
1850s failed to get off the ground and 
Hamey fell out with Marx and Engels 
when he formed an alliance with an anti- 
Marx faction of the German Communist 
League. But Hamey also fell out with 
Helen Macfarlane, whom Marx described 
at the time as “the only one with any origi¬ 
nal ideas - a rara avis - on Harney’s 
spouting rag”. In fact, Hamey had just 
finished serialising Macfarlane’s transla¬ 
tion of the Communist manifesto in the 
Red Republican, having introduced it as 
“the most revolutionary document ever 
given to the world”. These bust-ups were 
a tragedy for the development of work¬ 
ing class politics - but that is another 
story. 

Hidden from history 

Macfarlane is one of the most mysteri¬ 
ous figures in socialist history. There is 
no known record of what became of her 
after 1851; and none of the socialist his¬ 
torians of succeeding generations ever 
bothered to try and find out (she was last 
heard of in spring 1851 collecting money 
for revolutionary Polish refugees facing 
deportation). In my research into 
Macfarlane I have discovered that she 
was bom in Scotland circa 1820; one of 
the post-Napoleonic War baby- 
boomers whose ranks included other 
radical women thinkers such as George 
Eliot and the Bronte sisters. Like them, 
Macfarlane had to write under a male 
pseudonym to get her writings in print. 
But for her - a sworn feminist and enemy 
of her own class - the personal obscu¬ 
rity inflicted by the historians of bour¬ 
geois male society was to be near total • 


in August. So far our hopes have 
failed to materialise. Comrades PT 
(£40), TG (£25), AP (£25), KJ (£15), 
DS (£10), LH (£10), CH (£10), TD 
(£10) and, last but no means least, 
comrade NM (£5) deserve our 
thanks. But their £140 still leaves us 
a considerable distance from our 
£450 monthly target. With only one 
and a bit weeks left our total is £260. 
Rush me your donations now at the 
usual address • 

Robbie Rix 

Ask for a bankers order form, or 
send cheques, payable to 
Weekly Worker 


Fighting fund 

Lagging 
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DEBATE 


Bloody revolution 


O ne reaps what one sows, as they say; 
and indeed a rotten seed has borne 
a rotten fruit (‘Ban drugs’, Letters, 
July 25). 

communists,” we are told (amidst the 
letter’s - distinctly reactionary - principal con¬ 
tent), “should aim for a bloodless revolu¬ 
tion.” Let comrade Debashis Dey be assured, 
communists who aim thus will always and 
in every circumstance, to a greater or lesser 
extent, fail to achieve their target. There is no 
possibility of such a revolution. The strug¬ 
gle between capital and labour, bourgeois 
and proletarian, more than any other, in¬ 
scribes upon its banners the dictum: Battle 
or death; bloody struggle or extinction. 

Whatever the intent of certain comrades’ 
recent (one-sided and therefore false) insist¬ 
ence on the peaceable nature of the Bolshe¬ 
vik revolution in 1917 (which finds its formal 
expression in the inclusion of the “peacefully 
if we can, forcibly if we must” clause in the 
new ‘What we fight for’ column), it is clear 
that the result is the sort of barely concealed 
Kantian piety espoused by comrade Dey. It 
is hardly to be doubted that we should find 
such elements on the eve of insurrection - 
bleeding hearts of the Lunacharsky/Nogin 
type (and I am not too sure that I am not slan¬ 
dering these men by placing them in such a 
connection) - acting as ‘conciliators’, warn¬ 
ing against ‘fratricide’: acting, that is, as the 
unwitting agents of the bourgeoisie. 

As comrade Barry Biddulph correctly 
says, one can speak of the “peaceful” char¬ 
acter of the Russian revolution only by me¬ 
chanically separating the revolution from the 
counterrevolution (Letters, July 25). One 
must, as well, deliberately limit the scope of 
debate - emphasising Petrograd at the ex¬ 
pense of Moscow most notably. If one did 
not know better, the advocates of “peace¬ 
fully if we can” (most prominently, comrades 
Manson and Conrad) could be accused, at 
least, of a cheap, sleight-of-hand method of 
debate. 

It is entirely false, as both comrades Man- 
son and Conrad - to a greater or lesser extent 
- have done, to set up the Petrograd Octo¬ 
ber days as some sort of definitive precedent. 
The conditions then obtaining in Petrograd 
were entirely unique. Never before, or since 
for that matter, has the collapse of a regime 
been so complete as that of Kerensky’s gov¬ 
ernment. Not a single army regiment - not a 
single police division! Can we expect to see 
so favourable a set of conditions, or, for that 
matter, conditions even remotely similar? No. 
We cannot even dare to hope such things. 
It is, as such, a most contemptible folly to 
even imply the possibility. 

We draw great lessons from the Bolshe¬ 
vik experience - in it there is much worthy of 
following (so far as this is at all possible). 
There is much, however, that should - and, 
indeed, must - be jettisoned. 

It took the blood of many thousands of 
red workers - in Moscow, Finland (where, ac¬ 
cording to Serge, there were no less than 
100,000 victims of the white terror in 1918: 
Year one of the Russian Revolution London 
1992, pi88) and, under the auspices of the 
Czech regiments, all along the Volga, in 
Samara, Kazan, etc - the assassinations of 
Volodarsky and Uritsky, the plots against 
Trotsky and, finally, the attempt on Lenin, to 
shake the mood of idealistic clemency from 
the minds of the Bolsheviks. 

General Krasnov was freed on his “word 
of honour” (after leading his bands against 
red Petrograd!), the butchers of Moscow 
(with the blood of not less than 500 Red 
Guards on their hands) likewise. Are we to 
be so foolish? Comrade Dey can continue 
to hope (pray?) all he wishes; we, likewise, 
shall continue to prepare ourselves with 
complete honesty for the tasks that are our 
historic lot. 

I am entirely aware that “Peacefully if we 
can, forcibly if we must” was a slogan of the 
left, physical-force Chartists grouped around 
George Harney, and has, as such, some his¬ 
torical resonance within the British workers’ 


... the proletarian 
dictatorship is the abolition 
of democracy for the 
exploiters, and the 
destruction of bourgeois 
democracy as a whole. It is 
a period of radical, more or 
less violent, revolutionary 
alteration of the political 
landscape: where even 
formal democratic rights 
are denied the bourgeoisie 


movement. But crucially, comrades, it may be 
surprising to hear, this is not the 1840s (with 
the largely unmilitarised state that motivated 
Marx to suggest, in the 1870s, that the sei¬ 
zure of power by the proletariat in Britain 
could be affected peaceably), and we are not 
now talking merely of extending the fran¬ 
chise. The slogan is outdated, placed in a 
context entirely alien to that which was in¬ 
tended by its authors, and introduces a dan¬ 
gerous ambiguity into our formulation on the 
necessity of violent revolution. It should be 
excised at once. 

Comrade Biddulph states that the inclu¬ 
sion of this slogan is a “concession to left 
reformism”. Striking confirmation that pre¬ 
cisely this spirit motivates at least some of 
the changes to the WWFF column was pro¬ 
vided, very recently, by comrade John Bridge 
during his contribution to the excellent ‘The 
CPGB and fighting for a Socialist Alliance 
paper’ session of this year’s Communist 
University: “If,” we were told, “you say to a 
Labourite raised on a cold war diet, ‘dicta¬ 
torship of the proletariat’, they’ll be scared. 
If you say to them simply, ‘the rule of the 
working class with full democracy’, they 
won’t be.” 

Is it so the same social democratic 
Philistines won’t “be scared” that the 
“peacefully if we can” slogan has been in¬ 
cluded? (Can it be a case of, ‘If you say to a 
Labourite, raised on a cold war diet, “We can 
arrive at socialism only through the violent, 
forcible overthrow of the capitalist class”, 
they’ll be scared. If you say to them, “Make 
love, not (civil) war”, they won’t be’?) 

Is it so the priests - or whatever peddlers 
of bunk and mysticism you care to mention 

- won’t “be scared” that any reference to ma¬ 
terialism has been removed? Is it so the aca¬ 
demic Marxists, the armchair Leninists, won’t 
“be scared” that the obligations of a Com¬ 
munist Party supporter - not yet even those 
of a member - have been removed? It is diffi¬ 
cult to think of another reason. 

Are we not entitled to ask, further, as to 
whether it is not this same spirit that moti¬ 
vates the decision to excise any reference to 
Leninism from the WWFF column? Or, even 

- whether or not this is the end of the proc¬ 
ess - whether we should expect the aban¬ 
donment of the hammer and sickle, or the 
(scientifically exact) name of the Communist 
Party of Great Britain, to be proposed next 
week? In any case, let us now turn to com¬ 
rade Bridge’s formulation itself. 

Does the dictatorship of the proletariat 
mean “full democracy”? It does not. In no 
way and in no circumstance can the regime 
of proletarian dictatorship seriously be 
thought compatible with “full democracy”. 
On the contrary, the proletarian dictatorship 
is the abolition of democracy for the exploit¬ 
ers, and the destmction of bourgeois democ¬ 
racy as a whole. It is a period of radical, more 
or less violent, revolutionary alteration of the 


political landscape: where even formal demo¬ 
cratic rights are denied the bourgeoisie; 
where the working class, having expropriated 
the printing presses, meeting halls and tel¬ 
evision media, feels first the political privi¬ 
leges formerly enjoyed by the capitalist 
class. 

It is certainly tme to say that the dictator¬ 
ship of the proletariat inaugurates the wid¬ 
est extension of democracy that is possible 
in class society (the epoch of workers’ de¬ 
mocracy), and that it prepares the way for 
full democracy - under socialism and, later, 
communism - to say it already is “full democ¬ 
racy” (something that is possible only after 
the withering away of classes) is little more 
than lies and subterfuge. 

The dictatorship of the proletariat obliges 
us to suppress, forcibly and in their every 
manifestation, all the enemies of the work¬ 
ers’ state - it is a regime “won and maintained 
by the use of violence ... unrestrained by any 
laws” (VI Lenin, ‘The proletarian revolution 
and the renegade Kautsky’ Against revi¬ 
sionism Moscow 1959, p392). 

The conditions of ‘our’ bourgeoisie, to¬ 
day, and those of their Russian counterparts 
in 1917-21, hardly bear comparison at all 
(since the Bolshevik revolution has been the 
main point of reference, to preserve some 
continuity I shall use the Russians as an ex¬ 
ample). The quite pathetic dependence of the 
white counterrevolution on foreign aid was 
the direct result of the Russian bourgeoisie’s 
general weakness, a reflection of the semi¬ 
colonial nature of Russian capitalism (de¬ 
pendent, particularly, on French capital). 
Whatever the weakness of the British bour¬ 
geoisie vis-a-vis foreign capital (particularly 
American), that it draws on an incompara¬ 
bly more vast reservoir of moral, spiritual and 
above all financial strength is surely obvious 
to even the most casual observer. Its inter¬ 
nal strength, its capacity to resist even by 
itself, is exponentially greater than that of the 
Russians. All the more necessary, then, is our 
own use of the revolutionary sword. 

The degree to which the workers’ dicta¬ 
torship assumes a dictatorial character to¬ 
ward persons (in every case it acts 
dictatorially with regard to private property), 
depends, first and foremost, on the level of 
development of the European revolution as 
a whole. The extent to which we shall be 
obliged to take up terroristic methods rises 
and declines in direct proportion as to the 
development of this latter. 

Allowing, even, for the most favourable 
circumstances (say, the revolution breaks 
out here after the seizure of power by the 
proletariat in one, or more, of the other major 
European nations - France and/or Germany, 
for example), the resistance of the bourgeoi¬ 
sie, though greatly reduced, will be such as 
to make any possibility of full democracy 
during the epoch of proletarian dictatorship 
- with it the prospect of ‘bloodless revolu¬ 
tion’ , one may add - the rank illusions of 
Kautskianism and treacherous social democ¬ 
racy in general. 

As a final point, I will take the opportunity 
to say I am slightly confused by the argu¬ 
ment that, despite our assertion in the WWFF 
column that the socialism we fight for is the 
opposite of Stalin’s USSR, it remains possi¬ 
ble for those who admire it or even, as our 
comrade editor put it, “those who uphold it 
as ... paradise on earth” to join the CPGB 
(Weekly Worker July 18). Certainly this is tme. 
Any such individual could openly propa¬ 
gandise their views in the hope of bringing 
the Party to their position (a quixotic hope, 
I’m certain). But - and herein lies my confu¬ 
sion - wasn’t the exact opposite argument 
employed to justify the last significant 
change to the WWFF column? It was said, 
then, no reference could be made to atheism 
in the column as this would make it impossi¬ 
ble for ‘believers’ to join the CPGB (an argu¬ 
ment, as can be seen above, I consider false). 

Quite how the two positions can be recon¬ 
ciled is hard to imagine • 

David Moran 


What we 
fight for 

■Our central aim is the organisation of all communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists and politically advanced workers into a 
Communist Party. Without such a party the working class is 
nothing; with it everything. 

■The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many leftwing 'parties’, but in 
reality most are mere confessional sects. Those who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through the fullest, most open debate we 
seek to achieve unity in action and a common world out¬ 
look. As long as they support democratically agreed actions, 
members have the right to form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

Communists are committed to building the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance in England and Wales and the Scottish Socialist Party 
into a single revolutionavy party. Communists advocate the 
principle, 'One state, one party’. We oppose every manifes¬ 
tation of sectionalism. 

Communists are internationalists. It is an internationalist 
duty to fight for revolution against the existing state. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state, then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions, a Socialist Alliance of 
the EU and a Communist Party of the EU. 

The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theovy is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with pol¬ 
lution, exploitation, crisis and war. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist 'socialism’ are reactionavy and anti-working 
class. 

Socialism can never come through parliament. The capi¬ 
talist class will never willingly allow their wealth and power 
to be taken away through a parliamentary vote. They will 
resist, using every means at their disposal. Communists fa¬ 
vour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, Scot¬ 
land and Wales, a federal Ireland and a United States of 
Europe. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victovy in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither exploitation of 
person by person, nor wars, classes, countries or nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning of 
human histovy. 

h All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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Simon 
Harvey of 
the SLP 


T he Socialist Labour Party’s 4th 
Congress will take place in Lon¬ 
don’s Conway Hall on November 
2-3. 

In 1999 general secretary Arthur Scar- 
gill persuaded delegates that annual con¬ 
gresses were a waste of time and should 
be replaced with triennial gatherings. The 
membership up to then had had the un¬ 
fortunate habit of wanting to discuss 
SLP internal organisation and even try 
to make changes to Scargill’s constitu¬ 
tion. 

So, for the first time in three years, we 
will have the opportunity to gauge the 
health - or otherwise - of the party as a 
whole, since just about every SLP activ¬ 
ist at whatever level will be able to attend 
the congress. In order to disguise the 
party’s decline Scargill has decided that 
each Constituency SLP may send up to 
six delegates - three per CSLP were al¬ 
lowed in 1999 and only one the previous 
year. As most branches have far less 
than six members, in effect Scargill is in¬ 
viting everybody to be a delegate. In that 
way he hopes to create the illusion of a 
large, vibrant organisation. 

The preliminary agenda, published 
earlier this month, reveals that 35 CSLPs 
have sent in motions or constitutional 
amendments. As a rough yardstick of the 
level of branch activity this actually com¬ 
pares well with 1999, when only 28 did 
so. No doubt Scargill will claim that indi¬ 
vidual membership has increased yet 
again to something over 3,000 (in fact it 
has remained static at around 400). 

However, the published motions 
show that, whereas the membership may 
not have decreased numerically, you 
cannot say the same looking at it from a 
qualitative point of view. What is on the 
agenda ranges from the utopian to the 
weird, to the downright unhinged. How 
about this from St Austell and Tmro, to 
take just one example? - “On the basis 
that any loyal citizen of this country 
should be prepared to pay taxes for the 
general well-being, then this party be¬ 
lieves that those individuals who have 
secreted their wealth in overseas tax 
havens have thereby foregone their 
rights to British citizenship and should 
be treated as illegal inhabitants.” 

Not typical? Well, you might be sur¬ 
prised by some of the other offerings as 
well. According to Scargill’s fantasy 
constitution, each branch “with mem¬ 
bership of up to but not exceeding 
1,000” has the right to submit a single 
motion or constitutional amendment. 
But what the CSLPs have come up with 
are clearly not the result of hotly con¬ 
tested debate between dozens of keen 
minds. Rather they are the ponderings 
of isolated and often sad individuals, 
each with their own hobby horse bear¬ 
ing no relation to the real world of work¬ 
ing class struggle. 

Thus Kingston and Surbiton demands 
trade union rights for the police, Erewash 
wants all members of unions affiliated to 
the Labour Party to stop paying the po¬ 
litical levy, and Berwick upon Tweed calls 
for the immediate abolition of women’s 
prisons (getting rid of men’s might take a 
little longer). Then there is the rambling 
motion from Liverpool West Derby 
which equates the “destruction and 
dispersal of working class communities” 
through the demolition of housing es¬ 
tates with Israeli actions against the Pal¬ 
estinians. Meanwhile Brighton Pavilion 
stresses the need for “good relations with 
the Workers Party of Korea”. 

There are a whole batch of motions of 
the ‘wouldn’t it be nice?’ variety. 
Wouldn’t it be nice if pensions were 
raised, if the elderly enjoyed “the high¬ 


Weird and 
wonderful 



est standards of best qualified care”? If 
£15 billion per year was spent on the NHS, 
if all nuclear, biological and chemical 
weapons were eliminated? It does not 
seem to have entered the mind of the 
movers that the role of a working class 
party is to act itself to try and shape the 
world it inhabits. But of course the re¬ 
maining SLP members do not regard 
themselves as leaders: they are follow¬ 
ers - of king Arthur, the would-be labour 
dictator. 

But, to be honest, Scargill is equally 
bereft of ideas as far as action is con¬ 
cerned. The national executive which he 
heads may move three motions - its op¬ 
portunity to map out the way ahead for 
the next three years? But the NEC has 
come up with the briefest of platitudes - 
racism is bad, comprehensive education 
is good; British war crimes must be 
stopped, with an “immediate end to the 
production of weapons containing de¬ 
pleted uranium”. 

The phantom North West, Cheshire 
and Cumbria Miners Association - one 
of the two “affiliated trade unions” (the 
other is a Sheffield Ucatt branch) - is also 
entitled to three motions by virtue of its 
3,000 paper members. They also bear 
Scargill’s personal stamp: the “immedi¬ 
ate repeal of all anti-trade union legisla¬ 
tion” which is “in conflict with the 
United Nations charter and Interna¬ 
tional Labour Organisation conven¬ 
tions” (interestingly the Stalinite 


Normanton CSLP wants to remove ref¬ 
erence to the UN and ILO from the 
SLP’s objectives in Scargill’s constitu¬ 


tion). The other two motions are for 
“public ownership” and an “integrated 
energy policy” (backed up by import 
controls, of course). 

The disagreement over illusions in 
imperialist-backed international organi¬ 
sations is not the only sign of increasing 
tension between Scargill and the fans of 
JV Stalin. Followers of NEC member 
Harpal Brar, editor of the ultra-Stalinite 
Lalkar, have for the past few years con¬ 
trolled the tiny women’s and youth sec¬ 
tions of the SLP. 

The women’s section is permitted one 
motion, which reads: “The secretary of 
the SLP women’s section should be 
given contact details of all female mem¬ 
bers of the party to give opportunity to 
canvass women who may not be aware 
of the women’s section.” Why go to the 
trouble of placing this routine question 
before congress? Why not simply ask 
Arthur to sort it out? Well, obviously 
they have, but he won’t. 

Astonishingly Scargill has ruled this 
out of order on the grounds that: “This 
motion cannot be accepted because 
what it seeks is already existing policy and 
is carried out.” So Ella Rule and Amanda 
Rose, the two Brarite women’s section 
representatives on the NEC, must have 
misplaced the lists of female members he 
keeps sending them. Scargill has also 
deemed unacceptable another motion on 
the women’s and youth sections from 
Hampstead and Highgate. 

Even more bizarrely, Scargill has ex¬ 
cluded motions from Knowsley North 


and Sheffield Hallam because they are “in 
reality an attempt to change the consti¬ 
tution” (which requires a two-thirds ma¬ 
jority rather than the simple majority for 
successful motions). Knowsley wants 
the NEC to “ consult the membership on 
a name that leaves ‘Labour’ out of our 
title”, while Sheffield calls on congress 
to “ initiate a debate on the question of 
ideology” with a view to adopting 
“Marxism-Leninism” (my emphasis). I 
know that consulting the membership 
and initiating debate are alien concepts 
for Arthur, but surely they do not require 
a change in the constitution? 

Some comrades have attempted to 
bring Scargill’s Labour-type bureaucratic 
constitution, designed for a ready-made 
mass party, more in line with the actual 
reality, while others try to transform the 
SLP into a mass party to bring it into line 
with the constitution. 

In the first category we have Redcar 
CSLP, which wants to do something 
about the large number of constituency 
parties that consist of only one member. 
In fact Constituency SLPs are not the 
lowest party unit - it is the smaller “local 
party branches” that come into that cat¬ 
egory. In fact more than a page is devoted 
to the powers of such “local party 
branches” in the constitution - only they 
are responsible for the selection of can¬ 
didates for local elections. The trouble is, 
there is not a single one of them in exist¬ 
ence in the entire country! So Redcar 
thinks it would be a good idea to give the 
regions the constitutional power to se¬ 
lect candidates for council elections. 

Glasgow Shettleston also wants to give 
more powers to the regions - but at the 
expense of party centre. So Scargill has 
nipped that one in the bud - out of order! 

Bristol East takes the opposite ap¬ 
proach: the constitution is fine, but the 
party must be made to fit it. These com¬ 
rades propose the appointment of sev¬ 
eral full-time national organisers; the 
raising of £150,000 a year for party funds; 
and moves to “ensure that party regalia 
and the Socialist News is widely avail¬ 
able within the labour movement”. More 
realistically, one feels, they call for “the 
maintenance of the party website with at 
least weekly updates”. That would cer¬ 
tainly be an improvement over once a 
year • 


CPGB London forum 

Scargill and Scargillism 

Sunday September 15,5pm. Speaker: Dave Douglass, the last elected NUM branch secretary at Hatfield 
Main pit. Diorama Arts Centre, 34 Osnaburgh Street, NW1. Phone 020 8965 0659 for details 
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